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Enclosed  for  your  review  is  the  Final  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  on  the  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area  for  public  land 
located  in  Kern,  Kings,  San  Luis  Obispo,  Santa  Barbara,  Tulare,  and  Ventura 
counties,  California,  within  the  Caliente  Resource  Area,  Bakersfield 
District.  The  RMP/EIS  also  fulfills  the  environmental  analysis  requirements 
for  livestock  grazing  management  within  the  Planning  Area. 


The  statement  was  prepared  pursuant  to  Section  102(2 )(C)  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA) .  It  is  based  on  information  from  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  other  sources,  including  federal,  state,  county, 
and  local  agencies,  and  interested  private  organizations  and  citizens.  As  no 
concerns  raised  during  the  public  review  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  required  major 
revisions  of  the  document,  the  Final  RMP/EIS  has  been  prepared  in  an 
abbreviated  format  consistent  with  provisions  of  Section  1500  of  40  CFR,  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  regulations  for  the  implementation  of 
NEPA.  The  Final  RMP/EIS  includes  all  comments  received  during  the  public 
review,  responses  to  each  comment,  and  required  modifications  of  the  text. 

This  document  should  therefore  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the  previously 
published  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

This  plan  is  a  refinement  of  the  proposed  Plan  presented  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  published  May,  1984.  Refer  to  the 
Preferred  Alternative  section  within  this  Final  RMP/EIS  for  a  complete 
description  of  this  alternative  to  include  the  rationale  for  selection. 

All  parts  of  this  plan  may  be  protested.  Protests  should  be  sent  to  the 
Director,  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  18th  and  C 

Streets,  N.W.  ,  Washington,  D.C.  20240,  prior  to  Cstl'T'  -^2  J _  >  1984 

(the  end  of  the  30-day  protest  period)  and  should  include  the  following 
information. 


The  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number,  and  interest  of  the 
person  filing  the  protest. 

A  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  protested. 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bicig.  50,  Denver  Federal  Center 
Denver,  CO  80225  ^ 


A  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  being  protested. 

A  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or  issues  that  were 
submitted  during  the  planning  process  by  the  protesting  or  an 
indication  of  the  date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for  the 
records . 

1 

A  short  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  BLM  State  Director's 
proposed  decision  (Preferred  Alternative)  is  wrong. 

VICOsS  q 

At  the' end  of  the  3 0-day  protest  period,  a  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  will  be 
developed  outlining  the  approval  process  and  the  final  resource  management 
plan  decisions  excluding  any  portions  of  the  plan  under  protest.  Approval 
those  portions  under  protest  will  be  withheld  until  final  action  has  been 
completed  on  such  protests.  The  ROD  will  be  published  in  December,  1984. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Robert  D.  Rheiner,  Jr.  // 
Bakersfield  District  Manager 
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Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
FOR  THE  COAST/VALLEY  PLANNING  AREA 
KERN,  KINGS,  SAN  LUIS  OBISPO,  SANTA  BARBARA 
TULARE,  AND  VENTURA  COUNTIES,  CALIFORNIA 

Prepared  by 

Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bakersfield  District 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  proposes  to  implement  a  multiple-use  Resource 
Management  Plan  on  236,600  surface  and  subsurface  acres  and  280,400  subsurface 
only  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area  of  California. 

The  five  alternative  plans  (plus  one  subalternative)  present  a  spread  between 
development  oriented  and  protection  oriented  resource  allocations. 
Environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  plan  and  each  of  the  alternatives 
are  described  in  the  Summary  of  the  EIS. 


Ed  Hastey 

State  Director,  California 


For  further  information  contact:  Glenn  A.  Carpenter 

Caliente  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  California  93305 


Date  by  which  comments  are  due: 
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SUMMARY 


The  Draft  EIS  examined  six  alternatives: 

I.  Emphasize  Protection 
IA.  No  Grazing 

II.  Combined  Emphasis 

III.  Emphasize  Production 

IV.  Present  Management  (No  Action) 

V.  Proposed  Action 

For  six  Management  Areas: 

1.  Coast 

2 .  Cuyama 

3.  Point  Sal 

4 .  Soda  Lake 

5.  Temblor-Caliente/Valley 

6 .  Ventura 

Dealing  with  six  issues: 

A.  Land  Tenure  Adjustment 

B.  Livestock  Grazing 

C.  Minerals 

D.  Recreation  Use 

E.  Special  Land  and  Resource  Use  Needs 

F.  Water  Quality  and  Watershed  Protection 


Concerning  multiple  use  resource  management  on  236 , 600  surface  and  subsurface 
acres  and  280,400  subsurface  only  acres  of  public  land  within  the  Coast/Valley 
Planning  Area  of  the  Caliente  Resource  Area. 
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TABLE  S  -  1: 

CUMULATIVE  ALTERNATIVE  SUMMARY 


Issue 

Alternative  I: 

Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  IA:  No  Grazing 

Alternative  II: 

Combined  Emphasis^/ 

Alternative  III: 
Emphasize  Production 

Alternative  IV: 

Present  Management^/ 

LAND  TENURE  ADJUSTNENT 

-  Retention  of  all  public 
land. 

-  Environmentally  review 
approximately  18,870  acres 
for  disposal.  Retention 
of  218,260  acres. 

-  Environmentally  review 
approximately  43,920  acres 
for  disposal.  Retention 
of  193,210  acres. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZI NB 

-  Authorization  of  7,730  live¬ 
stock  AUMs  for  M  and  C 
category  allotments. 

-  Authorization  of  8,493 
livestock  AUMs  for  M  and  C 
category  allotments. 

-  Authorization  of  9,267 
livestock  AUMs  for  M  and  C 
category  allotments. 

-  Authorization  of  9,952 
livestock  AUMs  for  M  and  C 
category  allotments. 

NO 

-  Authorization  of  650  lbs. 
to  850  lbs.  of  residual 
mulch  on  slopes  from  0%  to 
50%  depending  on  the 
allotment  in  I  category 
only.i/ 

-  Authorization  of  450  lbs. 
to  550  lbs.  of  residual 
mulch  on  slopes  of  0%  to 

50%  depending  on  the 
allotment  in  I  category 
only. 

-  Authorization  of  350  lbs. 
of  residual  mulch  on  slopes 
of  0-50%  on  all  allotments 
in  I  category  only. 

-  All  I  category  allotments  will 
be  managed  at  a  total  of  20,553 
AUMs.  Mulch  management  will  not 
be  appli ed. 

-  Allow  20-40%  utilization  of 
saltbush  and  browse  species. 

-  Allow  40-60%  utilization  of 
saltbush  and  browse  species. 

-  Allow  60-80%  utilization  of 
saltbush  and  browse  species. 

-  No  new  allotments  will  be 
proposed. 

-New  grazing  allotments  will 
be  handled  on  a  case-by¬ 
case  basis  on  application. 

-  Offer  21,480  acres  of 
grazable  land  for  new 
allotment( s) . 

-New  grazing  allotments  will  be 
handled  on  a  case-by-case  basis 
on  application  demand. 

Support  Needs: 

-  BMPs  for  some  allotments. 

Support  Needs: 

-  BMPs  for  some  allotments. 

Support  Needs: 

Support  Needs: 

-  Vegetation  manipulation  of 
5,074  acres  in  allotments 
0031,  0044,  0060,  and  0070. 

-  Vegetation  manipulation  of 
6,783  acres  in  allotments 
0031,  0044,  0060,  and  0070. 

-  Vegetation  manipulation  of 
8,562  acres  in  allotments 
0031,  0044,  0060,  and  0070. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  III. 

1/  Refer  to  alternative  for  additional  information  on  residual  mulch  level 
Id  Same  as  Alternative  V  -  Proposed  Action  except  for  Livestock  Grazing  Issue 
y  Same  as  Alternative  V  -  Proposed  Action  for  Li vestock  Grazi ng  Issues  Only 


TABLE  S-l  Cont.: 
CUMULATIVE  ALTERNATIVE  SUMMARY 


Issue 

Alternative  I: 

Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  IA:  No6razing 

Alternative  II: 

Combined  Emphasis 

Alternative  III: 
Emphasize  Production 

Alternative  IV: 

Present  Management 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZIN6 
(cont.) 

-  AMPs  for  all  I  category 
allotments. 

-  AMPs  for  all  I  category 
allotments. 

-  AMPs  for  all  I  category 
allotments. 

-  One  cattleguard  in  allotment 
0015. 

-  One  cattleguard  in  allotment 
0015. 

-  One  cattleguard  in  allotment  - 
0015. 

1  cattleguard  in  allotment  0015. 

-  5  miles  of  fence  in 
allotment  0053. 

-  8  mi les  of  fence  in 
allotment  0053. 

-  10  miles  of  fence  in 
allotment  0053. 

u> 

-  Development  of  reservoir 
and  constructi  on  of  1  spri  ng 
development  in  allotment  0060. 

-  Construction  of  1  water 
pipeline  with  trough  in 
allotments  0073,  and  0096. 

-  Construction  of  2  spring 
developments  in  allotments 
0028,  0044,  0053,  and  0096. 

Construction  of  1  water  pipeline 
with  troughs  in  allotments  0031, 
0063,  0070. 

-  Construction  of  1  water 
pipeline  with  troughs  in 
allotments  0028,  0063, 
and  0070. 

Construction  of  2  water  pipe¬ 
lines  with  troughs  in  allotments 
0044,  0053. 

-  Construction  of  3  water 
pipelines  with  troughs 
in  allotment  0073. 

Construction  of  3  water 
pipelines  with  toughs  in 
allotment  0073. 

Alternative  IA-Cancellation  of 
30,505  AUMS  under  no  grazing. 


TABLE  S-l  Cont.: 
CUMULATIVE  ALTERNATIVE  SUMMARY 


Issue 


MINERALS 


Alternative  II:  Alternative  III:  Alternative  IV: 

Combined  Emphasis  Emphasize  Production  Present  Management 


Alternative  I: 
Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  IA:  No  Grazing 

-  492,690  acres  are  open  to 
mineral  location,  leasing, 
disposal  (Mineral  Material 
sales). 

-  Close  24,810  acres  to 
mineral  location,  leasing 
and  disposals  (sales). 


-  504,820  acres  open  to  oil 
and  gas  exploration  and 
leasing. 

-  517,340  acres  will  be  opened 
mineral  location  and 
disposal  (sales). 


517,570  acres  are  open  to 
mineral  location,  leasing, 
and  di sposal  ( sales) . 


-  517,570  acres  are  open  to 
mineral  leasing,  (except  oil  and 
gas),  location,  and  disposals 
(sales). 

-  514,550  acres  are  open  to  oil 
gas  exploration  and  leasing 
(3,020  acres  closed) . 


-  3,250  acres  closed  to 
mineral  location. 


-  5,520  acres  subject  to  a 
no  surface  occupancy  (NS0) 
stipulation  for  oil  and 
gas  lease  or  permit. 

-  21,570  acres  subject  to 
special  stipulations. 

-  Special  Category  Areas  will 
be  managed  to  exclude 
mineral  location,  leasing, 
and  disposals. 


-  Special  Category  Areas  will 
be  managed  to  exclude  mineral 
leasing  (except  in  KGS,  KGRA, 
or  KLA  areas)  and  disposal 
(except  for  emergency 
actions). 


TABLE  S-l  Cont. : 
CUMULATIVE  ALTERNATIVE  SUMMARY 


Issue 


MINERALS  (cont.) 


Ln 


RECREATION  USE 


Alternative  I: 

Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  IA:  NoSrazing 

-  Management  on  all  land 
open  will  be  to  prevent 
undue  and  unnecessary 
degradation  and  all 
operations  conducted  to 
reflect  sound  reclamation 
practices. 

Support  Needs: 

-  Valid  rights  in  Special 
Category  Areas  wi  11  be 
verifi ed. 

-GEM  Assessments  for  planning 
area  (except  Point  Sal  and 
Soda  Lake  Mf\s). 

-  Develop  MOU  with  SMARA  lead 
agenci es. 

-  VRM  inventory. 

-  Develop  reclamation 
guidelines  and  standards. 

-  Designation  of  5,060  acres 
closed  to  ORV  use  in 

the  planning  area. 

-  Limited  ORV  use  to  870  miles 
of  existing  roads,  ways,  and 
trails. 

-  Develop  walk-in  access  to 
Cali ente  Mountai n. 


Alternative  II: 
Combined  Emphasis 


-  Locatable  mineral  activities 
in  Special  Category  Areas 
will  be  managed  under  an 
approved  Plan  of  Operation. 

-  Locations  in  closed  areas 
wi  11  have  their  valid 
rights  verified. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  Designation  of  50  acres 
closed  to  ORV  use  in 
the  planning  area. 

-  Limited  ORV  use  to  880  miles 
of  existing  roads,  ways,  and 
trails. 

-  Develop  walk-in  access  to 
Cali ente  Mountai  n. 


Alternative  III: 
Emphasize  Production 


-  Same  as  Alternative  II. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  Designation  of  233,260  acres 
open  to  ORV  use  in 
planning  area. 

-  Limited  ORV  use  to  10.5 
miles  to  existing  roads, 
ways,  and  trails. 

-  Develop  road  access  to 
Cali ente  Mountain  and 
obtain  another  easement. 


Alternative  IV: 
Present  Management 


Same  as  Alternative  I. 


Same  as  Alternative  I. 


Open  to  all  other  forms  of 
recreation. 

Undesignated  for  ORV  use. 


Access  to  Cali ente  Mountain 
unmarked. 


TABLE  S-l  Cont.: 
CUMULATIVE  ALTERNATIVE  SUMMARY 


Issue 


RECREATION  USE  (cont.) 


SPECIAL  LAND  AND 
RESOURCE  USE  NEEDS 


ON 


Alternative  I: 
Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  IA:  No6razing 

-  Alter  Poso  Creek  to 
discourage  shooting. 


Support  Needs: 

-  ORV  Map 

-  No  pesticide  or  herbicide 
spraying  allowed  within  T 
and  E  cri ti cal /proposed 
critical  habitat  within  1/2 
mile  of  wildlife  guzzlers 
(16,570  acres)  and  from 
April  through  June  in 
upland  game  habitat  on 
85,500  acres. 


-  Designation  of  4  ACECs  in 
3  MAs  (11,660  acres). 


Alternative  II: 
Combined  Emphasis 


-  Alter  Poso  Creek  to 
discourage  shooting, 
encourage  development  of 
alternative  site. 

Support  Needs: 

-  ORV  Map 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


Alternative  III: 
Emphasize  Production 


-  Poso  Creek  open  to  shooting. 


Support  Needs: 
-  ORV  Map 


-  Manage  for  the  protection 
of  aesthetics,  cultural 
resources,  and  T  and  E 
speci es  whi  le  sti 11 
allowing  for  other 
resource  development. 


-  Pesticide  or  herbicide  -  Same  as  Alternative  II. 

spraying  (e.g.,  malathion) 
will  be  allowed  only  after 
a"no  jeopardy"  decision 
by  the  USFWS  for  those 
parcels  with  T  and  E 
cri  ti  cal /proposed  critical 
habitat.  Spraying  of 
pesticides  or  herbicides  may 
be  allowed  within  1/2  mile  of 
guzzlers  (16,570  acres)  and 
from  Apri 1  through  June 
inupland  game  habitat 
(85,500  acres).  Retain 
statewide  MOU. 


Alternative  IV: 
Present  Management 


-  Poso  Creek  accessible  to 
shooti ng. 


-  Monitor  statewide  MOU  between 
the  Bureau  and  California 
Department  of  Food  and 
Agriculture  for  pesticide 
sprayi ng .  S  upp 1 ementa 1 
MOUs  will  be  developed  and  will 
meet  the  requirements  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act. 


-  Support  needs  for  Soda  Lake 
include  fencing,  1  guzzler, 
parking  lots,  trails, 
observation  decks,  and 
maintenance. 


TABLE  S-l  Cont.: 
CUMULATIVE  ALTERNATIVE 


Issue 


SPECIAL  LAND  AND 
RESOURCE  USE  NEEDS  (cont.) 


WATER  QUALITY  AND 
WATERSHED  PROTECTION 


Alternative  I: 
Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  IA:  No  Grazing 

-  Designation  of  2  Research 
Natural  Areas  in  1  MA 
(2,120  acres) . 

-  Nomination  of  1  National 
Natural  Landmark  (1,120 
acres) . 

-  Withdraw  2  MAs  from  entry/ 
appropriation  and  leasing. 

-  No  construction  permitted 
on  11,000  acres  of  T  and  E 
cri ti cal /proposed  critical 
habitat  and  known  cultural 
sites. 

-  Continued  management  of 
National  Cooperative  Land 
and  Wildlife  Management 
Areas  with  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
(114,805  acres). 

Support  Needs: 

-  Modified  fire  suppression 
plans  (54,600  acres). 

-  Coordinated  Management 
Agreement  s)  (2,970  acres) 

-  No  construction  on  slopes 
exceeding  30%  (131,970 
acres) . 


Alternative  II: 

Combined  Emphasis 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  Withdraw  2  MAs  from  entry/ 
appropriation  and  leasing. 

-  Allow  construction  only 
where  impacts  to  T  and  E 
cri  ti  cal /proposed  critical 
habitat  and  known  culture 
sites  can  be  avoided. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


Support  Needs: 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  No  construction  on  slopes 
exceeding  50%  (77,650 
acres) . 


Alternative  III:  Alternative  IV: 

Emphasize  Production  Present  Management 


-  Manage  Soda  Lake  MA  according 
to  HMP  guidelines. 


-  Maintain  Point  Sal  MA  in 
natural  state. 


-  Allow  construction  only  -  Same  as  Alternative  III. 
where  impacts  to  T  and  E 

cri  ti  cal /proposed  critical 
habitat  can  be  avoided  and 
impacts  to  cultural  sites 
can  be  mitigated. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I.  -  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


Support  Needs: 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


Potential  impacts  from  proposed 
uses  are  evaluated  on  a  case-by¬ 
case  basis.  Impacts  are 
mitigated. 


-  No  construction  on  slopes 
exceeding  70%  (38,477 
acres) . 


TABLE  S-l  Cont. : 
CUMULATIVE  ALTERNATIVE  SUMMARY 


Issue 


Alternative  I: 
Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  IA:  NoSrazing 


Alternative  II: 
Combi ned  Emphasi s 


Alternative  III: 
Emphasize  Production 


Alternative  IV: 
Present  Management 


WATER  QUALITY  AND  -  Protect  all  existing  -  Protect  all  primary 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION  (Cont.)  water  sources.  water  sources  and  allow 

use  of  secondary  sources. 


-  All  new  road  construction  shoul 
have  culverts  installed  where 
required,  appropriate  water 
spreading  devices,  and  meet 
specifications  of  average  side 
slopes  less  than  30%  and 
average  grade  of  10%  of  less 
(Temblor-Cali ente/Val ley  MA). 


Support  Needs: 
-  BMPs. 


Support  Needs:  Support  Needs: 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I.  -  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


00 


-  Fencing  where  needed. 


■ 

“Table  S-z: 

CUMULATIVE  IW>ACT  SUMMARY 

Issue 

Alternative  I: 

Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  I A:  No  Grazing 

Alternative  II: 

Combined  Emphasis!/ 

Alternative  III: 

Emphasize  Production 

Alternative  IV: 

Present  Management!./ 

LAND 

TENURE  ADJUSTMENT 

-  Continued  management  costs 
associated  with  small, 
scattered  parcels. 

-  Increased  manageability 
from  consolidation. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  II. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

-  Loss  of  potential  revenue 
from  disposal 

-  Increased  revenue  for 
local  governments. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  II. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

-  Estimated  fair  market  value 
of  $2,130,000  from  sale  of 
public  land. 

-  Estimated  fair  market  value 
of  $6,330,000  from  sale  of 
public  land. 

-  Loss  of  18,870  acres  to  oil 
gas  exploration. 

-  Loss  of  43,920  acres  to  oil 
and  gas  exploration. 

VO 

-  Potential  loss  of  18,870 
acres  to  recreation. 

-  Potential  loss  of  43,920 
acres  to  recreation. 

-  Ensures  protection  and 
maintenance  of  Isolated 
parcels  that  may  provide 
habitat  for  federally  listed 
T  and  E  species. 

- 

♦ 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZIN5 

-  Large  mulch  requirements 
wi  11  result  in  light 
grazing  and  improved 
endangered  species  habitat. 

-  Moderate  mulch  requirements 
will  result  in  moderate 
grazing  and  improved 
endangered  species  habitat. 

-  Low  mulch  requirements  will 
result  in  heavy  grazing. 

-  All  I  category  allotments  will 
be  grazed  heavier  in  poor  forage 
years  than  in  good  forage  years. 

-  Leaving  more  mulch  will 
stabilize  soil  temperature. 
Improve  the  soil  as  a 
habitat  for  organisms, 
retard  evaporation,  and 
increase  infiltration. 

ame  as  Alternative  V 
ame  as  Alternative  V 

-  Proposed  Action  except  for  Livestock  Grazing  Issue 

-  Proposed  Action  for  Livestock  Grazing  Issue  Only 

TABLE  S-2  Cont.: 
CUMULATIVE  INPACT  SUMMARY 


Alternative  I: 

Issue  Emphasize  Protection 

Alternative  IA:  No  Grazing 

LIVESTOCK  6 RAZINB  (cont.)  -  Forage  allowances  will 

leave  more  forage  unused 
on  good  production  years. 

-  All  M  and  C  category 
allotments  will  be  grazed 
heavier  in  poor  forage  years 
than  in  good  forage  years. 

-  Reduction  in  stocking  rates 
of  more  than  20%  wi  11 
improve  water  quality. 

o 

-  Minor  soil  compaction  and 
soil  erosion  from  livestock 
grazing. 

-  Utilization  levels  of  salt¬ 
bush  and  key  browse  species 
wi  11  improve  vigor. 

-  Potential  loss  of  recreation 
from  fencing. 

-  Protection  of  760  acres  of 
upland  game  habitat. 


Support  Needs: 

-  Prescribed  burning  of  5,074 
acres  will  temporarily 
improve  grazing,  which  will 
increase  AUMs  by  891. 


Alternative  II: 
Combined  Emphasis 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I 


-  Utilization  levels  of  salt¬ 
bush  and  key  browse  species 
will  maintain  vigor. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I 


-  Reduction  of  grazing  on 

M  and  C  category  allotments 
will  improve  habitat  for 
BNLL  and  SJKF  prey  base. 

Support  Needs: 

-  Prescribed  burning  of  6,783 
acres  will  temporarily 
improve  grazing,  which  will 
increase  AUMs  by  1,212. 


Alternative  III: 
Emphasize  Production 


Alternative  IV: 
Present  Management 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I  -  Same  as  Alternative  I 


-  Offering  all  suitable  areas 
for  new  grazing  allotments 
will  degrade  water  quality. 


-  Soil  compaction  and  accelerated 
soil  erosion  from  livestock 
grazing. 

-  Utilization  levels  of  salt-  -  Same  as  Alternative  III. 
bush  and  key  browse  species 

will  decrease  vigor. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I  -  Same  as  Alternative  I 


-  Mulch  management  will 
benefit  wi ldlife. 


Support  Needs:  Support  Needs: 

-  Prescribed  burning  of  14,122  -  Same  as  Alternative  III. 
acres  will  temporarily 
improve  grazing,  which  will 
increase  AUMs  by  2,134. 


TABLE  S-2  Cont.: 
CUMULATIVE  IMPACT  SUMMARY 


Issue 


LIVESTOCK  GRAZIN6  (CONT.) 


Alternative  I:  Alternative  II:  Alternative  III: 

Emphasize  Protection  Combined  Emphasis  Emphasize  Production 

Alternative  IA:  No  Grazing 

-  The  mosaic  pattern  resulting  -  Same  as  Alternative  I.  -  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

from  vegetation  manipulation 

(prescribed  burning)  will 
provide  more  of  an  edge  effect 
for  wildlife  and  may  cause 
a  change  in  by  increased  diver¬ 
sity  and  available  habitat. 

-  Proposed  fencing  projects  -  Same  as  Alternative  I. 
will  improve  livestock 

distribution  which  will 
improve  growth  of  saltbush 
and  key  browse  species. 


Livestock  use  and  -  Same  as  Alternative  II. 

vegetation  manipulation  will 
degrade  cultural  values. 


-  Water  pipelines  and  troughs 
have  a  positive  effect  on 
water  quality. 

-  Livestock  grazing  on  75% 
slopes  will  cause 
accelerated  soil  erosion. 


-  Minor  localized  benefit  to 
wildlife  due  to  reservoir 
constructi  on. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  II. 


-  Construction  and  livestock 
grazing  on  slopes  over  50- 
70%  will  cause  accelerated 
soil  erosion  and  sediment¬ 
ation  in  drainages. 

-  Water  developments  help 
distribute  livestock 
concentrations  and  prevent 
vegetation  loss. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  II. 


Alternative  IV: 
Present  Management 


-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  II. 


Livestock  concentrating  around 
water  sources  adversely  impact 
water  quality  and  causes  soil 
compacti on. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  III. 


-  Same  as  Alternative  II. 


TABLE  S-2  Cont.: 
CUMULATIVE  IMPACT  SUMMARY 


Issue 


LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 


h* 

ro 


MINERALS 


Alternative  I:  Alternative  II:  Alternative  III:  Alternative  IV: 

Emphasize  Protection  Combined  Emphasis  Emphasize  Production  Present  Management 

Alternative  IA:  No  6 razing 

(cont.)  Alternative  IA: 


-  A  loss  of  30,505  AUMs. 

Potential  revenue  loss  to 
public  ($42,630).  Cost 
to  graze  same  AUM  level 

on  private  land  ($270,000). 

-  162,450  acres  open  to  all 
recreational  uses. 

-  Water  quality  and  soil  stab¬ 
ility  wi  11  improve. 

-  Adverse  impacts  to  cultural 
resources  will  be  eliminated. 

-  Ensures  protection  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  federally  listed 
T  and  E  species. 

-  Peak  wildlife  populations  will 
be  higher  and  achieved  sooner. 

-  Fire  hazard  will  increase  from 
buildup  of  old  vegetation. 

Loss  of  3,020  acres  of  prospect¬ 
ively  valuable  oil  and  gas 
acreage  with  an  annual  rental 
loss  of  $3,020. 


-  Closure  of  24,810  acres  will  - 
mean  a  loss  of  approximately 
$30,330  in  annual  oil  and 
gas  rental. 


Closure  of  12,750  acres  will 
mean  a  loss  of  approximately 
$12  ,750  in  annual  oil  and 
gas  rental. 


An  increase  of  3,020  acres 
of  prospectively  valuable 
oi 1  and  gas  acreage 
open  to  exploration  and 
leasing  with  an  increase  in 
annual  rental  of  $3,020. 


Issue 


Alternative  I: 
Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  IA:  NoGrazinc 


MINERALS  (cont.)  -  Loss  of  5,520  acres  of  oil 

and  gas  productive  acreage 
(production  loss  undeter - 
mi  ned) . 


-  Loss  of  19,290  acres  of 
prospectively  valuable  oil 
gas  acreage  (production  loss 
undetermined). 

-  Loss  of  approximately  1,500 
acres  of  prospectively 
valuable  phosphate  acreage. 


-  Loss  of  500,000  tons  of 
potential  economic  sodium 
sulphate  resources. 


-  Loss  of  8,000  acres  of 
sand  and  gravel  resources. 

.  ...I  /  vt  ■/. 

-  Loss  of  approximately  4< 
of  the  identified  gypsum/ 
gypsite  resources. 


Potential  loss  of  1,500 
acres  of  prospectively 
valuable  phosphate 
acreage  because  of 
restrictive  post- lease 
stipulati  ons. 

Potential  loss  of  500,000 
tons  of  potential  sodium 
sulphate  resources 
because  of  restrictive 
stipulations  (NS0). 

Loss  of  800  acres  of  sand 
and  gravel  resources. 


230  acres  of  Special 
Category  Areas  wi 1 1  be 
closed  to  mineral  location 
and  disposals  (sale). 


TABLE  S-2  Cont.: 
CUMULATIVE  IMPACT  SUMMARY 


Issue 


RECREATION  USE 


t-* 
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Alternative  I: 

Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  I A:  No 6 razing 

-  5,060  acres  closed  to  ORV 
use. 

-  ORV  use  limited  to  870  miles  - 
of  existing  roads,  ways,  and 
trails. 

-  Closing  public  land  to  ORV 
use  will  help  vegetation 
recover,  decrease  soil 
erosion,  and  benefit  wild¬ 
life  (to  include  RT  and  E 
Species). 

-  Water  quality  will  be 
degraded  from  ORV  use. 

-  Potential  reduction  of  5 
acres  from  shooting  at 
Poso  Creek. 


Alternative  II: 
Combined  Emphasis 


50  acres  closed  to  ORV 
use. 

ORV  use  limited  to  880  miles  - 
of  existing  roads,  ways,  and 
trai Is. 

Same  as  Alternative  I. 


Same  as  Alternative  I. 


Potential  need  for  right-of- 
way  for  new  shooting  area. 


Potential  loss  of  cultural 
resources  from  ORV  use 
and  casual  collecting. 

Potential  need  for  right- 
of-way  for  easement  to 
Caliente  Mountain. 


Alternative  III: 
Emphasize  Production 


233,600  acres  open  to  ORV 
use. 

237,000  acres  open  to 
recreational  use  other  than 
ORV. 

Designation  as  open  to  ORV 
use  will  increase  soil 
erosion,  soil  compaction, 
degrade  water  quality,  and 
adversely  impact  wildlife 
habitat. 


Continued  problem  with 
shooting  at  Poso  Creek. 


Same  as  Alternative  II. 


Alternative  IV: 
Present  Management 


-  237,000  open  to  ORV  and  other 
recreational  uses. 


Soil  compaction,  accelerated 
soil  erosion,  and  degraded 
water  quality  due  to  ORV  use. 


Same  as  Alternative  III. 


Same  as  Alternative  II. 


TABLE  S-2  Cont.: 
CUMULATIVE  IMPACT  SUMMARY 


Issue 


Alternative  I: 
Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  IA:  NoGrazinc 


Alternative  II: 
Combined  Emphasis 


Alternative  III: 
Emphasize  Production 


Alternative  IV: 
Present  Management 


SPECIAL  LAND  AND  RESOURCE 

-  Ensures  BNLL  will  not 

-  Meets  the  minimum  legal 

-  Same  as  Alternative  II 

USE  NEEDS 

be  jeopardized. 

requirements  for  protection 
of  endangered  species 
habitat  regarding  spraying. 

h* 

-  Spraying  restrictions  near 
guzzlers  will  prevent 
contamination  of  available 
water  for  upland  game,  and 
ensure  adequate  food  supply 
during  critical  nesting 
peri od. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

Ln 

-  May  require  re-routing  or 
rejection  of  some  land  use 
applicati  ons. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  II. 


-  Decrease  in  food  supply  for 
young  of  upland  game  which 
will  affect  their  healthiness 
if  spraying  permitted  near 
guzzlers  or  during  April 
through  June. 


-  Protection  of  1,090  acres  -  Same  as  Alternative  I. 
for  cultural  resource  and 
paleontological  resource 
values. 


-  Protection  of  1,170  acres  -  Same  as  Alternative  I. 
for  geological  study. 

-  Protection  of  11,660  acres  -  Same  as  Alternative  I. 
for  wildlife  to  include 

T  and  E  species. 


Loss  of  0.5  miles  of  access 
from  0RV  use. 


-  0RV  use  limited  to  10  miles 
of  existing  roads,  ways,  and 
trails.  No  cross-country 
travel  allowed  on  2,970 


acres 


TABLE  S-2  Cont.: 
CUMULATIVE  IMPACT  SUMMARY 


Issue 

Alternative  I: 

Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  IA:  Nofirazinq 

Alternative  II: 

Combined  Emphasis 

Alternative  III: 
Emphasize  Production 

Alternative  IV: 

Present  Management 

WATER  QUALITY  AND 
WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

-  No  construction  will  be 
allowed  on  131,970  acres  of 
slopes  greater  than  30% 
or  on  highly  erosive  soils. 

-  No  construction  will  be 
allowed  on  77,650  acres  of 
slopes  greater  than  50% 
or  on  highly  erosive  soils. 

-  No  construction  will  be 
allowed  on  38,480  acres  of 
slopes  greater  than  70% 
or  on  highly  erosive  soils. 

-  Development  and  construction  on 
steep  slopes  will  cause  sheet 
and  gully  erosion. 

-  Construction  activities  on 
slopes  between  30-50% 

(54,320  acres)  may  cause 
accelerated  soil  erosion. 

-  Construction  activities  on 
slopes  between  50-70% 

(39,200  acres)  may  cause 
accelerated  soil  erosion. 

t-* 

O' 

-  No  construction  on  slopes 
greater  than  30%  will 
prohibit  one  mile  of  fencing 
for  livestock  grazing. 

-  Slope  restriction  of  50% 
will  exclude  3.7  miles  of 
fencing  for  livestock 
grazi  ng. 

-  Slope  restrictions  of  70% 
will  exclude  4.5  miles  of 
fencing  for  livestock 
grazi ng. 

-  Pre/post-leasing  may  contain 
special  stipulations  which 
may  restrict  development  of 
roads,  pipelines,  sumps, 
and  oil  wells. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

-  Operators  for  mineral 
development  comply  with  site 
specific  mitigation  measures 
prescribed  on  a  case-by-case 
basi  s. 

-  May  require  re-routing  or 
rejection  of  some  land  use 
applications  due  to  slope, 
soil  types,  or  proximity 
to  reservoirs. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

-  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

-  Best  protection  for  water 
quality  and  soils. 

-  Minor,  short-term  soil 
erosion  due  to  fencing 

-  Same  as  Alternative  II. 

-  Natural  water  sources  will 
continue  to  be  impacted. 

-  No  construction  on  slopes 
greater  than  50%  will 
eliminate  access  (3.5 
miles)  to  Caliente  Mountain. 


TABLE  S-2  Cont.: 
CUMULATIVE  IMPACT  SUMMARY 


Issue 


Alternative  I: 
Emphasize  Protection 
Alternative  IA:  No  Brazil 


Alternative  II: 
Combined  Emphasis 


Alternative  III: 
Emphasize  Production 


Alternative  IV: 
Present  Management 


WATER  QUALITY  AND  1 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION  (cont.)  Support  Needs:  Support  Needs:  Support  Needs: 

-  Reduced  erosion  and  fencing  -  Same  as  Alternative  I.  -  Same  as  Alternative  I. 

water  sources  will  result  in 
improved  browse  conditions. 

More  cover  for  endangered 
species  and  upland  game  will 
be  provided  especially  around 
springs. 


PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


The  preferred  Alternative  represents  a  commitment  to  the  protection  of 
sensitive  resources  while  allowing  for  multiple  resource  utilization  and 
production.  This  proposal  was  developed  as  a  result  of:  public  input  and 
needs;  other  federal,  state,  county,  and  local  land  use  plans;  the  planning 
goals  as  stated  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS;  and  necessary  consistency  with  current 
Bureau  policy  and  guidelines. 


18 


COAST  MANAGEMENT  AREA 


Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Land  Tenure  Adjustment 

Approximately  24,320  acres  potentially  Alternative  III  (page  2-10)  - 

suitable  for  land  tenure  adjustment.  Criteria  used  for  determination  of 

land  tenure  adjustment 
alternatives  (page  A-10)  included 
considerations  of  potential 
resource  conflicts  by 
alternative.  The  difference 
between  Alternatives  II  and  III 
was  simply  the  presence  of 
undeveloped  oil  and  gas  leases. 
Historically,  many  leases  are 
frequently  held  to  their 
expiration  without  any  attempt  at 
development.  While  this  generates 
leasing  revenues  to  the 
government,  it  is  possible  that 
encumbering  the  surface  parcels  to 
the  extent  that  no  tenure 
adjustment  is  allowed  on  them  may 
foreclose  other  options  which  may 
be  in  the  public  interest  (e.g., 
land  exchanges  for  the  purpose  of 
blocking  up  public  land  and 
enhancing  the  public's  ability  to 

U86  it). 

Additional  environmental 
assessment  and  public  notification 
will  take  place  before  any  land 
tenure  adjustment  occurs.  This  is 
to  ensure  no  environmental 
concerns  are  overlooked  prior  to 
such  adjustment. 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Livestock  Grazing 


Selected  grazing  use  levels  by  allotment 
are: 

M  Category  (109  Total  AUMs) 
Santa  Teresa  (0060)-109  AUMs 
season  long 

C  Category  (1,166  Total  AUMs) 
Freeborn  Mountain  (0007)- 
344  AUMs  season  long 
Santa  Rita  (0010)- 
16  AUMs  season  long 
—  ( 0026)-55  AUMs 
season  long 
Hubbard  Hill  (0032)- 

628  AUMs  from  12/01-05/30 
Rocky  Butte  (0067)-80  AUMs 
from  03/01-11/01 
Paso  Robles  (0108) -3  AUMs 
from  01/01-03/31 
Cypress  Mountain  (0112)- 
40  AUMs  season  long 

Applications  for  new  grazing 
allotments  will  be  handled  on 
a  case-by-case  basis. 

On  unallotted  areas  potentially 
suitable  areas  will  be  burned 
solely  for  grazing. 

Support  needs  include  a  plan 
for  Best  Management  Practices, 
vegetation  manipulation  on 
1,572  acres  of  the  Santa  Teresa 
allotment,  and  development  of 
one  reservoir  and  one  spring 
development  in  the  same 
allotment . 


Even  though  perennial  plants  are 
present,  virtually  all  of  the  areas 
under  grazing  permit  are  California 
(Mediterranean)  annual  range  type 
that  should  be  managed  differently 
than  the  perennial  range  type. 
Annual  plants  are  dependent  upon 
yearly  precipitation  and  temper¬ 
ature  patterns.  These  patterns  are 
extremely  variable  in  California, 
and  vegetation  production  can  vary 
20-fold  from  one  year  to  the  next. 

All  allotments  in  the  Management 
Area  (MA)  presently  meet  the 
criteria  for  identification  as  M 
or  C  category  allotments  (page  A-3 
through  A-6) .  The  Selective 
Management  Guidelines  show  that 
active  preference  will  not  be 
initially  adjusted  because  the 
allotments  are  either  managed 
satisfactorily  at  present  or 
change  is  not  feasible  (page 
A-5).  Provision  is  made  for 
monitoring  these  allotments. 

Should  conditions  change,  the 
category  of  the  allotment  may  also 
change.  The  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  and  Public 
Rangelands  Improvement  Act 
requires  the  inventory  of  range 
conditions  and  trends  be 
maintained.  Those  acts,  along 
with  the  Sikes  Act,  end  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  of  1934  all 
demostrates  a  continuing 
commitment  by  Congress  to  improve 
rangeland  conditions.  In  light  of 
this  direction  and  policy,  if 
further  monitoring  indicates  the 
need  for  preference  adjustments, 
they  may  be  implemented  according 
to  BLM  policy  through  any  of  the 
following  methods:  1)  a  five-year 
phased  in  adjustment  based  on 
monitoring  or  a  combination  of 
monitoring  and  range  surveys;  2) 
requesting  the  permittee/lessee  to 
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Livestock  Grazing  (cont.) 


agree  to  a  voluntary  reduction;  or 
3)  an  agreement  with  the  operator 
whereby  he/she  voluntarily  applies 
for  a  certain  amount  of  nonuse  in 
each  grazing  season  until  the 
carrying  capacity  of  the  allotment 
can  be  accurately  guaged  as  a 
result  of  monitoring. 
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Preferred  Alternative 

Minerals 
OIL  AND  GAS 

1.  Exploration  activities  con¬ 
ducted  under  a  Notice  of  Intent 
will  be  allowed  within  Special 
Category  Areas  in  a  manner  that 
will  not  impact  resources  legally 
mandated  for  protection  and  rehabil¬ 
itation  is  such  that  the  impact 

of  the  exploration  activity  is 
negligible 

All  other  areas  will  be  managed  to 
encourage  exploration  operations 
in  a  manner  that  recognizes  sound 
reclamation  practices,  within  the 
guidelines  and  constraints  of 
pertinent  federal,  state,  and  local 
laws,  regulations,  and  orders. 

2.  Pre-lease  -  Leasing  will  be 
allowed  within  Special  Category 
Area  with  special  stipulations 
to  minimize  impacts  to  resources 
which  are  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected.  Those  areas  where 
development  of  stipulations 
cannot  protect  resource  values 
that  are  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected  will  be  issued  with 

a  No  Surface  Occupancy  stipulation. 

All  other  public  land  will 
be  leased  within  the  guidelines 
and  constraints  of  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders. 

3.  a)  Post-lease  activities 
conducted  within  Special  Category 
Areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  special 
stipulations  of  the  lease  and 
pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws,  regulations,  and 
orders . 


Rationale 


Alternative  III  is  selected 
for  this  issue  since  it  is 
consistent  with  present  Bureau 
policy  and  continues  to  provide 
adequate  opportunities  to  encourage 
mineral  exploration  and  development 
while  allowing  constraints  which 
will  mitigate  impacts  to  sensitive 
resources.  In  short,  this  amounts 
to  equal  consideration  of  all 
resources . 

Memoranda  of  understanding  with 
other  appropriate  agencies  (e.g. 
counties)  are  encouraged  to  ensure 
that  their  concerns  are  considered. 
The  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
(pages  2-25  through  2-28) 
complement  this  alternative  very 
well.  Support  needs  (page  2-5) 
identify  considerable  additional 
work  which  may  be  done  to 
facilitate  management  of  the 
minerals  resource. 
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Rehabilitation  of  post-lease 
activities  within  Special 
Category  Areas  will  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  as  to 
leave  the  area  in  a  condition 
that  is  substantially  unnoticeable 
from  original  conditions  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
the  designation.  Post-lease 
activities  will  not  occur  on 
leases  with  a  NSO  stipulation. 

b)  Post-lease  activities  conducted 
on  other  areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
lease.  Rehabilitation  of  post¬ 
lease  activities  will  be  conducted 
according  to  sound  reclamation 
practices . 

LOCATABLE  MINERALS 

1.  All  public  land  will  remain 
free  and  open  to  mineral  explor¬ 
ation,  location,  and  development. 
This  does  not  preclude  withdrawal 
segregation  from  the  mining  laws  if 
determined  to  be  needed  at  a  later 
date. 

2.  MOUs  between  the  county 
agencies  under  SMARA  and  BLM  may 
be  developed  to  provide  a  coord¬ 
inated  management  role  in  surface 
management  of  mining  activities. 

3.  Management  of  surface  disturb¬ 
ance  activities  or  development  on 
mining  claim  locations  will  be 
conducted  within  legal  constraints 
and  SOP  to  prevent  undue  and 
unnecessary  degradation. 
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OTHER  LEASABLE 

AND  SALEABLE  MINERALS 

1.  Geothermal  and  mineral  leasing 
exploration  permits  will  be 
authorized  in  Special  Category 
Areas  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected  if  the  permit  is 
stipulated  to  allow  surface 
disturbances  which  can  be 
rehabilitated  to  a  substantially 
unnoticeable  condition  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  the  designa¬ 
tion.  If  the  permit  cannot  be 
issued  to  prevent  unnoticeable 
disturbances  after  reclamation, 
then  the  permit  will  be  issued 
with  a  NSO  stipulation  on  those 
Special  Category  Areas. 

Mineral  material  exploration 
operations  will  be  allowed  if  it 
can  be  demonstrated  that  rehabili¬ 
tation  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner 
to  be  substantially  unnoticeable. 

All  other  public  land  will  remain 
open  to  permitted  exploration 
activities  within  the  guidelines 
and  constraints  of  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders. 

2.  a)  Pre-lease  -  Preference 
Right  and  Competitive  Leases  will 
be  issued  in  Special  Category 
Areas  if  stipulations  to  the 
lease  allow  development 
activities  to  be  conducted  that 
will  minimize  impacts  to 
resources  which  are  legally 
mandated  to  be  protected. 

Those  areas  where  development  of 
stipulations  to  the  lease  will  not 
protect  resource  values  that  are 
legally  mandated  to  be  protected 
will  be  issued  with  a  NSO  stip¬ 
ulation. 
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Minerals  on  all  other  public  land 
will  be  leased  or  disposed  of  with 
the  guidelines  and  constraints 
of  pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws , regulations ,  and  orders 

b)  Mineral  material  disposals 
will  be  authorized  in  accordance 
with  pertinent  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws,  regulations, 
and  orders  on  Special  Category 
Areas  if  no  deposit  is  known 
within  the  market  area,  and 
disposal  will  be  in  the  public 
interest . 

Mineral  material  on  other  public 
land  will  be  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  pertinent  federal, 
state,  and  local  laws,  regulations 
and  orders. 

3.  a)  Post-lease  activities  will 
be  managed  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  the  lease,  stip¬ 
ulations  developed  for  plan  of 
exploration  or  operation 
approvals,  and  in  conformance 
with  pertinent  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws,  regulations, 
and  orders.  Rehabilitation  of 
Special  Category  Areas  will  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  to  reclaim 
the  surface  to  a  condition  as 
near  as  practical  to  that  which 
existed  prior  to  operations. 

Rehabilitation  on  other  public 
land  will  be  conducted  according 
to  sound  reclamation  practices. 

b)  Mineral  material  disposal 
operations  on  Special  Category 
Areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
permit/contract  and  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders.  Re¬ 
habilitation  will  be  conducted 
in  a  manner  to  reclaim  the 
surface  to  a  condition  as  near 
as  practical  to  that  which 
existed  prior  to  operations. 
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Mineral  material  disposal  opera¬ 
tions  on  other  public  land  will 
be  managed  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  permit/contract  and 
and  pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws,  regulations,  and 
orders.  Rehabilitation  of  mined 
operation  areas  will  be  conducted 
according  to  sound  reclamation 
practices . 


Support  Needs: 

-  GEM  assessments 

-  Inventory  of  mineral  material 
disposal  areas 

-  Development  of  reclamation 
guidelines  and  standards 

-  MOUs  with  county(s)  (per 
SMARA) 

-  VRM  inventory 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Recreation  Use 

Designate  MA  limited  to  ORV  use  (existing 
roads,  ways  and  trails  only  -  100  miles). 
Cooperatively  manage  with  the  Forest 
Service  public  land  near  the  Rinconada 
Mine  for  the  protection  of  the  historic 
resource  while  still  allowing  other 
recreation  use  as  long  as  impacts  to  the 
historic  resource  can  be  avoided. 

Support  Needs: 

-  ORV  Map 


Alternative  II  is  selected  for  this 
issue  because  of  the  recognition  of 
the  need  to  improve  the  management 
of  recreation  activities  in  the 
management  area.  Public  land  near 
Rinconada  Mine  provides  legal  and 
physical  access  to  adjacent  Forest 
Service  land.  Use  of  Forest 
Service  and  public  land  can  be 
enhanced  through  cooperative 
development  of  recreational 
opportunities  in  the  mine  area, 

Care  must  be  taken  to  protect 
adjacent  private  property. 

Public  comments  addressed  use  and 
availability  of  public  land  for 
various  recreational  activities, 
it  is  the  intent  of  BLM  manage 
visitor  use  to  protect  resource 
values  and  provide  for  safe  and 
enjoyable  recreation  experiences. 
The  Publi  is  also  encouraged  to 
become  partners  in  public  land 
management  through  volunteering  or 
through  local  government  which,  in 
turn,  may  be  authorized  to  manage 
some  parcels  of  public  land. 

Designation  of  public  land  for 
off-highway  vehicle  use  is 
directed  by  Executive  Orders. 

Those,  along  with  appropriate 
regulations  provide  for  resource 
protection,  minimization  of  user 
conflicts,  and  promotes  public 
safety.  Limited  ORV  use  meets 
those  goals. 


27 


Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Special  Land  and  Resource  Needs 


Pesticide  or  herbicide  (e.g.,  malathion) 
spraying  will  only  be  allowed  after 
a  "no  jeopardy"  decision  by  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  for  those  parcels 
within  T  and  E  critical/proposed  critical 
habitat,  Spraying  may  not  be  allowed 
with  Vt  mile  of  wildlife  guzzlers  and 
from  April  through  June  in  upland  game 
habitat  (5,000  acres).  Retain  state¬ 
wide  Memoranda  of  Understanding  (MOU) . 


Alternative  II  is  selected  for 
this  issue  because  of  its 
recognition  of  both  the  need  to  use 
pesticides  or  herbicides  under  some 
circumstances  and  the  need  to 
consider  and  protect  environmental 
values  at  the  same  time.  Selection 
of  this  alternative  is  consistent 
with  BLM  and  Department  of  the 
Interior  guidelines. 


Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Water  Quality  and  Watershed  Protection 

Determine  potential  impacts  from 
proposed  land  uses  on  watershed 
condition  before  authorizing  use. 
Permit  land  uses  which  will  allow 
watershed  condition  to  be  main¬ 
tained  and,  where  appropriate, 
improved.  Maintain  stable  slopes 
healthy  riparian  habitat,  and 
good  water  quality.  Prevent 
accelerated  erosion  which  causes 
on-site  damage  to  vegetation,  soil 
fertility  and  permeability,  and 
downstream  damage  from  sedimenta¬ 
tion  and  poorer  water  quality.  No 
construction  activities  will  be 
permitted  on  soils  with  high 
erosion  hazard  ratings,  where 
slopes  exceed  70%  (20,855  acres), 
or  within  the  watershed  of 
tributaries  to  Snake  Creek  (thence 
tributaries  to  Nacimiento 
Reservoir  -  420  acres),  or  within 
the  watershed  of  intermittent 
streams  which  are  directly  trib¬ 
utary  to  Nacimiento  and  Santa 
Margarita  Reservoirs  (980  acres). 

Support  Needs: 

BMPs 

Fence  spring  sources 
where  needed 


The  first  alternative  is  selected 
with  a  single  modification.  Stable 
slopes,  healthy  riparian  habitat, 
and  good  water  quality  are  concerns 
that  BLM  shares  with  respondents  to 
the  draft  RMP.  It  is  recognized 
that  even  if  the  situation  does  not 
exist  now,  there  may  be  a  future 
need  to  improve  the  quality  of  water 
or  a  watershed  on  public  land.  The 
standard  for  construction  activities 
is  70%  slope,  recognizing  at  the 
same  time  that  site  specific 
conditions  may  cause  restrictions  to 
be  placed  on  activities  in  fragile 
areas  having  lesser  slopes  or,  on 
the  other  hand,  some  activities  may 
be  allowed  on  slopes  in  excess  of 
70%  if  the  objectives  of  maintaining 
or  improving  water  quality  and 
watershed  protection  can  be  met.  It 
is  anticipated  that  exceptions 
exceeding  70%  will  be  few. 

Additional  environmental  analysis 
will  take  place  before  any  action 
will  be  authorized.  Such  analysis 
will  include  field  review  of  the 
area  to  ensure  all  resource  concerns 
are  considered. 


29 


CUYAMA  MANAGEMENT  AREA 


Preferred  Alternative 

Land  Tenure  Adjustment 

Approximately  1,720  acres  potentially 
suitable  for  land  tenure  adjustment. 


Rationale 

Alternative  III  (page  2-10)  -  Criteria 
used  for  determination  of  land  tenure 
adjustment  alternatives  (page  A-10) 
included  considerations  of  potential 
resource  conflicts  by  alternative. 

The  difference  between  Alternatives  II 
and  III  was  simply  the  presence  of 
undeveloped  oil  and  gas  leases. 
Historically,  many  leases  are 
frequently  held  to  their  expiration 
without  any  attempt  at  development. 
While  this  generates  leasing  revenues 
to  the  government,  it  is  possible  that 
encumbering  the  surface  parcels  to  the 
extent  that  no  tenure  adjustment  is 
allowed  on  them  may  foreclose  other 
options  which  may  be  in  the  public 
interest  (e.g.,  land  exchanges  for  the 
purpose  of  blocking  up  public  land  and 
enhancing  the  public* s  ability  to  use 
it). 

Additional  environmental  assessment 
and  public  notification  will  take 
place  before  any  land  tenure 
adjustment  occurs.  This  is  to  ensure 
no  environmental  concerns  are 
overlooked  prior  to  such  adjustment. 


Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Livestock  Grazing 

Selected  grazing  use  levels  by  allot¬ 
ment  are: 

M  Category 

Santa  Barbara  Canyon  (0050)- 
118  AUMs  from  03/01-05/01 
C  Category 

Bitter  Creek  Drainage  (0099)- 
60  AUMs  season  long 

Applications  for  new  grazing  allot¬ 
ments  will  be  handled  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis. 

On  unallotted  areas  no  potentially 
suitable  areas  will  be  burned  solely 
for  grazing. 


Even  though  perennial  plants  are 
present,  virtually  all  of  the  areas 
under  grazing  permit  are  California 
(Mediterranean)  annual  range  type 
that  should  be  managed  differently 
than  the  perennial  range  type. 

Annual  plants  are  dependent  upon 
yearly  precipitation  and  temper¬ 
ature  patterns.  These  patterns  are 
extremely  variable  in  California, 
and  vegetation  production  can  vary 
20-fold  from  one  year  to  the  next. 

All  allotments  in  the  Management 
Area  (MA)  presently  meet  the 
criteria  for  identification  as  M 
or  C  category  allotments  (page  A-3 
through  A-6) .  The  Selective 
Management  Guidelines  show  that 
active  preference  will  not  be 
initially  adjusted  because  the 
allotments  are  either  managed 
satisfactorily  at  present  or 
change  is  not  feasible  (page 
A-5).  Provision  is  made  for 
monitoring  these  allotments. 

Should  conditions  change,  the 
category  of  the  allotment  may  also 
change.  The  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  and  Public 
Rangelands  Improvement  Act 
requires  the  inventory  of  range 
conditions  and  trends  be 
maintained.  Those  acts,  along 
with  the  Sikes  Act,  end  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  of  1934  all 
demostrates  a  continuing  commitment  by 
Congress  to  improve  rangeland 
conditions.  In  light  of  this 
direction  and  policy,  if  further 
monitoring  indicates  the  need  for 
preference  adjustments,  they  may  be 
implemented  according  to  BLM  policy 
through  any  of  the  following  methods: 
1)  a  five-year  phased  in  adjustment 
based  on  monitoring  or  a  combination 
of  monitoring  and  range  surveys;  2) 
requesting  the  permittee/lessee  to 
agree  to  a  voluntary  reduction;  or  3) 
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an  agreement  with  the  operator  whereby 
he/she  voluntarily  applies  for  a 
certain  amount  of  nonuse  in  each 
grazing  season  until  the  carrying 
capacity  of  the  allotment  can  be 
accurately  guaged  as  a  result  of 
monitoring. 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Alternative  III  is  selected 
for  this  issue  since  it  is 
consistent  with  present  Bureau 
policy  and  continues  to  provide 
adequate  opportunities  to  encourage 
mineral  exploration  and  development 
while  allowing  constraints  which 
will  mitigate  impacts  to  sensitive 
resources.  In  short,  this  amounts 
to  equal  consideration  of  all 
resources . 


Minerals 
OIL  AND  GAS 

1.  Exploration  activities  con¬ 
ducted  under  a  Notice  of  Intent 
will  be  allowed  within  Special 
Category  Areas  in  a  manner  that 
will  not  impact  resources  legally 
mandated  for  protection  and  rehabil¬ 
itation  is  such  that  the  impact 

of  the  exploration  activity  is 
negligible 

All  other  areas  will  be  managed  to 
encourage  exploration  operations 
in  a  manner  that  recognizes  sound 
reclamation  practices,  within  the 
guidelines  and  constraints  of 
pertinent  federal,  state,  and  local 
laws,  regulations,  and  orders. 

2.  Pre-lease  -  Leasing  will  be 
allowed  within  Special  Category 
Area  with  special  stipulations 
to  minimize  impacts  to  resources 
which  are  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected.  Those  areas  where 
development  of  stipulations 
cannot  protect  resource  values 
that  are  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected  will  be  issued  with 

a  No  Surface  Occupancy  stipulation. 

All  other  public  land  will 
be  leased  within  the  guidelines 
and  constraints  of  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders. 

3.  a)  Post-lease  activities 
conducted  within  Special  Category 
Areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  special 
stipulations  of  the  lease  and 
pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws,  regulations,  and 
orders . 


Memoranda  of  understanding  with 
other  appropriate  agencies  (e.g. 
counties)  are  encouraged  to  ensure 
that  their  concerns  are  considered. 
The  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
(pages  2-25  through  2-28) 
complement  this  alternative  very 
well.  Support  needs  (page  2-5) 
identify  considerable  additional 
work  which  may  be  done  to 
facilitate  management  of  the 
minerals  resource. 
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Rehabilitation  of  post-lease 
activities  within  Special 
Category  Areas  will  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  as  to 
leave  the  area  in  a  condition 
that  is  substantially  unnoticeable 
from  original  conditions  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
the  designation.  Post^-lease 
activities  will  not  occur  on 
leases  with  a  NSO  stipulation. 

b)  Post-lease  activities  conducted 
on  other  areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
lease.  Rehabilitation  of  post¬ 
lease  activities  will  be  conducted 
according  to  sound  reclamation 
practices . 

LOCATABLE  MINERALS 

1.  All  public  land  will  remain 
free  and  open  to  mineral  explor¬ 
ation,  location,  and  development. 
This  does  not  preclude  withdrawal 
segregation  from  the  mining  laws  if 
determined  to  be  needed  at  a  later 
date . 

2.  MOUs  between  the  county 
agencies  under  SMARA  and  BLM  may 
be  developed  to  provide  a  coord¬ 
inated  management  role  in  surface 
management  of  mining  activities. 

3.  Management  of  surface  disturb¬ 
ance  activities  or  development  on 
mining  claim  locations  will  be 
conducted  within  legal  constraints 
and  SOP  to  prevent  undue  and 
unnecessary  degradation. 
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OTHER  LEASABLE 

AND  SALEABLE  MINERALS 


1.  Geothermal  and  mineral  leasing 
exploration  permits  will  be 
authorized  in  Special  Category 
Areas  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected  if  the  permit  is 
stipulated  to  allow  surface 
disturbances  which  can  be 
rehabilitated  to  a  substantially 
unnoticeable  condition  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  the  designa¬ 
tion.  If  the  permit  cannot  be 
issued  to  prevent  unnoticeable 
disturbances  after  reclamation, 
then  the  permit  will  be  issued 
with  a  NSO  stipulation  on  those 
Special  Category  Areas. 

Mineral  material  exploration 
operations  will  be  allowed  if  it 
can  be  demonstrated  that  rehabili¬ 
tation  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner 
to  be  substantially  unnoticeable. 

All  other  public  land  will  remain 
open  to  permitted  exploration 
activities  within  the  guidelines 
and  constraints  of  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders. 

2.  a)  Pre-lease  -  Preference 
Right  and  Competitive  Leases  will 
be  issued  in  Special  Category 
Areas  if  stipulations  to  the 
lease  allow  development 
activities  to  be  conducted  that 
will  minimize  impacts  to 
resources  which  are  legally 
mandated  to  be  protected. 

Those  areas  where  development  of 
stipulations  to  the  lease  will  not 
protect  resource  values  that  are 
legally  mandated  to  be  protected 
will  be  issued  with  a  NSO  stip¬ 
ulation. 
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Minerals  on  all  other  public  land 
will  be  leased  or  disposed  of  with 
the  guidelines  and  constraints 
of  pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws .regulations ,  and  orders 

b)  Mineral  material  disposals 
will  be  authorized  in  accordance 
with  pertinent  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws,  regulations, 
and  orders  on  Special  Category 
Areas  if  no  deposit  is  known 
within  the  market  area,  and 
disposal  will  be  in  the  public 
interest . 

Mineral  material  on  other  public 
land  will  be  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  pertinent  federal, 
state,  and  local  laws,  regulations 
and  orders. 

3.  a)  Post-lease  activities  will 
be  managed  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  the  lease,  stip¬ 
ulations  developed  for  plan  of 
exploration  or  operation 
approvals,  and  in  conformance 
with  pertinent  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws,  regulations, 
and  orders.  Rehabilitation  of 
Special  Category  Areas  will  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  to  reclaim 
the  surface  to  a  condition  as 
near  as  practical  to  that  which 
existed  prior  to  operations. 

Rehabilitation  on  other  public 
land  will  be  conducted  according 
to  sound  reclamation  practices. 

b)  Mineral  material  disposal 
operations  on  Special  Category 
Areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
permit/contract  and  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders.  Re¬ 
habilitation  will  be  conducted 
in  a  manner  to  reclaim  the 
surface  to  a  condition  as  near 
as  practical  to  that  which 
existed  prior  to  operations. 
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Mineral  material  disposal  opera¬ 
tions  on  other  public  land  will 
be  managed  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  permit/contract  and 
and  pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws,  regulations,  and 
orders.  Rehabilitation  of  mined 
operation  areas  will  be  conducted 
according  to  sound  reclamation 
practices . 

Support  Needs: 

-  GEM  assessments 

-  Inventory  of  mineral 
material  disposal  areas 

-  Development  of  reclamation 
guidelines  and  standards 

-  MOUs  with  county(s)  (per 
SMARA) 

-  VRM  inventory 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Recreation  Use 


Designate  MA  limited  ORV  use  (existing 
roads,  ways,  and  trails  only  -  40 
miles).  Manage  MA  open  to  all  other 
recreation  uses. 


Alternative  II  is  selected  for  this 
issue  because  of  the  recognition  of 
the  need  to  improve  the  management 
of  recreation  activities  in  the 


management  area. 

Public  comments  addressed  use  and 
availability  of  public  land  for 
various  recreational  activities,  it 
is  the  intent  of  BLM  manage  visitor 
use  to  protect  resource  values  and 
provide  for  safe  and  enjoyable 
recreation  experiences.  The  Public  is 
also  encouraged  to  become  partners  in 
public  land  management  through 
volunteering  or  through  local 
government  which,  in  turn,  may  be 
authorized  to  manage  some  parcels  of 
public  land. 

Designation  of  public  land  for 
off-highway  vehicle  use  is  directed  by 
Executive  Orders.  Those,  along  with 
appropriate  regulations  provide  for 
resource  protection,  minimization  of 
user  conflicts,  and  promotes  public 
safety.  Limited  ORV  use  meets  those 
goals . 


Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Water  Quality  and  Watershed  Protection 

Determine  potential  impacts  from 
proposed  land  uses  on  watershed 
condition  before  authorizing  use. 
Permit  land  uses  which  will  allow 
watershed  condition  to  be  main¬ 
tained  and,  where  appropriate, 
improved.  Maintain  stable  slopes 
and  prevent  erosion  which  cause 
on-site  damage  to  vegetation,  soil 
fertility  and  permeability,  and 
downstream  drainage  from 
sedimentation  and  poorer  water 
quality.  No  construction  will  be 
permitted  on  soils  with  high 
erosion  hazard  ratings,  where 
slopes  exceed  70%  (207  acres). 

Protect  all  existing  water  sources. 

Support  Needs: 

BMPs 

Fence  wherever  needed  to 
protect  watersources 


The  first  alternative  is  selected 
with  a  signle  modification.  Stable 
slopes,  healthy  riparian  habitat, 
and  good  water  quality  are  concerns 
that  BLM  shares  with  respondents  to 
the  draft  RMP .  It  is  recognized 
that  even  if  the  situation  does  not 
exist  now,  there  may  be  a  future 
need  to  improve  the  quality  of  water 
or  a  watershed  on  public  land.  The 
standard  for  construction  activities 
is  70%  slope,  recognizing  at  the 
same  time  that  site  specific 
conditions  may  cause  restrictions  to 
be  placed  on  activities  in  fragile 
areas  having  lesser  slopes  or,  on 
the  other  hand,  some  activities  may 
be  allowed  on  slopes  in  excess  of 
70%  if  the  objectives  of  maintaining 
or  improving  water  quality  and 
wateshed  protection  can  be  met.  It 
is  anticiapted  that  exceptions 
exceeding  70%  will  be  few. 

Additional  environmental  analysis 
will  take  place  before  any  action 
will  be  authorized.  Such  analysis 
will  include  field  review  of  the 
area  to  ensure  all  resource  concerns 
are  considered. 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Special  Land  and  Resource  Needs 

Pesticide  or  herbicide  (e.g., 
malathion)  spraying  will  only  be 
allowed  after  a  ”no  jeopardy”  decision 
by  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  for  those 
parcels  within  T  and  E 
critical/proposed  critical  habitat. 
Spraying  may  not  be  allowed  within  H 
mile  of  wildlife  guzzlers  and  from 
April  through  June  in  upland  game 
habitat  (500  acres).  Retain  statewide 
MOU. 


Alternative  II  is  selected  for 
this  issue  because  of  its 
recognition  of  both  the  need  to  use 
pesticides  or  herbicides  under  some 
circumstances  and  the  need  to 
consider  and  protect  environmental 
values  at  the  same  time.  Selection 
of  this  alternative  is  consistent 
with  BLM  and  Department  of  the 
Interior  guidelines. 


Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


cultural,  scenic,  wildlife, 
botanical,  watershed,  slope 
stability),  makes  it  necessary  to 
ensure  that  no  surface  occupancy  be 
allowed.  This  means  no  surface 
disturbance  will  be  permitted  as  a 
result  of  lease  issuance.  It  is 
recognized  that  if  development  of  a 
lease  occurs,  it  must  take  place  at  a 
location  from  which  directional 
drilling  would  originate.  All  wells 
or  other  activities  intended  for  the 
benefit  or  development  of  the  lease 
will  require  approval  from  the  BLM 
prior  to  conduct  of  activities  (43 
CFR  3161  and  3162) .  BLM  provides  no 
guarantee  that  approval  of  these 
activities,  even  if  conducted  on 
private  land  for  the  benefit  of  the 
lease,  will  be  approved  if  it  is 
determined,  through  required  NEPA 
compliance,  that  identified  or  known 
sensitive  resource  values  are 
impacted.  In  addition,  stipulations 
to  the  lease  indicating  areas  off 
lease  where  leasehold  operations  will 
not  be  approved  because  of  known 
impacts,  may  limit  or  restrict  a 
lessee's  full  enjoyment  to  develop 
the  lease.  It  is  encumbent  upon  the 
lessee  to  acquire  permission  from  the 
appropriate  authority  (county,  state, 
federal,  or  private  landowners)  and, 
in  this  case,  abide  by  such 
conditions  of  approval  that  those 
authorities  may  require  prior  to 
approval  by  the  BLM  for  leasehold 
activities . 
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POINT  SAL  MANAGEMENT  AREA 


Preferred  Alternative  Rationale 


Minerals 

Stipulate  oil  and  gas  and  mining 
exploration  activities  to  mininize 
surface  disturbances.  All  mineral 
leasing  and  mineral  material 
exploration  permits  will  be  approved 
under  NSO 

Allow  leasing  with  no  surface 
occupancy. 

Segregate  area  from  the  operation  of 
the  mining  laws  by  classification 
pending  formal  withdrawal.  Manage 
surface  mining  operations  in 
conformance  with  43  CFR  3809.1-4  in 
order  to  prevent  undue  and 
unnecessary  degredation  pending  the 
segregative  effects  of  classification 
or  withdrawal. 


Alternative  II  is  selected  for  this 
issue.  This  is  consistent  with  BLM 
policy  and  eliminates  surface 
disturbance  by  mineral  activity. 
Mineral  exploration  interrelates  with 
another  issue,  Special  Land  and 
Resource  Use  Needs,  which  designates 
the  parcel  as  an  ’’Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern”.  This 
designation  recognizes  the  uniqueness 
of  the  area  and  places  and  places 
additional  controls  on  mineral 
exploration  and  development. 
Additionally,  closure  to  vehicle  use 
limits  the  methods  of  mineral 
exploration.  Geophysical 
exploration,  if  any  takes  place,  must 
be  conducted  in  such  a  manner  that 
surface  disturbance  will  be  prevented. 

The  area  may  contain  unidentified 
precious  metal  resources  which  may 
provided  the  impetus  for 
explorationactivities  at  Point  Sal. 

Action  will  be  taken  to  withdraw  the 
area  from  operation  of  the  mining 
laws  since  it  is  recognized  that  the 
regulations  at  43  CFR  3809  will  not 
prevent  disturbances  to  known 
sensitive  resources  values  at  Point 
Sal  from  exploration  or  mining 
activities.  During  any  interim 
period  pending  withdrawal,  the  area 
will  be  managed  under  the  regulations 
(3809)  to  prevent  unnecessary  and 
undue  degredation. 

Although  Point  Sal  is  not  classified 
by  the  Bureau  as  being  prospectivly 
valuable  for  oil  and  gas,  recognition 
of  the  general  area’s  potential  value 
for  oil  and  gas  indicates  a  need  to 
lease  it  in  order  to  avoid  the 
possibility  of  drainage  and  resulting 
royalty  loss  if  oil  and  gas  resources 
were  discovered.  However,  the 

significance  of  all  the  other 
resources  present  there  (e.g., 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Recreation  Use 


Designate  MA  closed  to  ORV  use. 
Manage  all  other  recreation  uses. 

The  area  must  be  closed  to  vehicular 
use.  This  will  require  a  fense  to 
stop  vehicles  from  using  an  existing 

Support  Needs: 

-ORV  Map 

road/trail.  Other  recreational  uses 
will  be  allowed  but  monitored  to 
ensure  resource  degredation  does  not 
occur.  Should  escessive  degredation 
occur ,  even  foot  access  will  be 
limited. 

"S 


43 


Rationale 


Preferred  Alternative 


Special  Land  and  Resource  Use  Needs 


Designate  MA  as  an  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  and 
manage  for  maximum  protection  of 
aesthetics,  cultural  resources,  the 
geologic  formation,  T  and  E  species, 
and  wildlife  while  still  allowing 
minimal  activities  (e.g.,  walk-in 
recreation) . 

Withdraw  MA  from  entry/  appropriation 
and  leasing  (for  realty  actions  only). 

Support  Needs: 

-Cadastral  Survey 


ACEC  designation  is  followed  by  a 
management  plan  which  will  provide 
maximum  protection  of  the  area's 
resources.  It  will  be  withdrawn  from 
the  operation  of  the  land  laws  and 
held  in  public  ownership.  An 
official  survey  is  needed  to 
accurately  identify  the  property 
boundaries . 


SODA  LAKE  MANAGEMENT  AREA 


Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Livestock  Grazing 

No  grazing  allotments  will  be 

authorized.  No  grazing  will  be  authorized.  A 

plant  species  which  is  a  candidate 
for  listing  as  a  threatened  or 
endangered  species  is  present  and 
tolerates  little  grazing  pressure. 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Minerals 

Stipulate  oil  and  gas  and  mining 
exploration  activities  to  minimize 
surface  disturbance.  All  mineral 
leasing  and  mineral  material 
exploraton  permits  will  be  approved 
under  NSO. 

Allow  leasing  with  no  surface 
occupancy. 

Segregate  area  from  operation  of  the 
mining  laws  by  classification  pending 
formal  withdrawal.  Manage  surface 
mining  operations  in  conformance  with 
43  CFR  3809.1-4  in  order  to  prevent 
undue  and  unnecessary  degradation 
pending  segregative  effects  of 
classification  or  withdrawal. 


Alternative  II  is  selected  for  this 
issue.  This  is  consistent  with  BLM 
policy  and  eliminates  surface 
disturbance  by  mineral  activity. 
Identification  of  this  area  as  an 
"Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern**  and  protection  of  its 
resource  values  requires  control  on 
mineral  exploration  and  development. 
Additionally,  limiting  vehicle  uee  in 
the  area  limits  the  methods  of 
mineral  exploration.  Geophysical 
exploration,  if  any  takes  place,  must 
be  conducted  in  such  a  manner  that 
surface  disturbance  will  be  prevented. 

No  known  locatable  mineral  resources 
exist  at  Soda  Lake;  however, 
exploration  activity  on  the  open  and 
unreserved  public  land  at  Soda  Lake 
may  occur,  damaging  known  sensitive 
resource  values  which  cannot  be 
protected  under  the  regulations  at  43 
CFR  3809.  Action  will  be  undertaken 
to  withdraw  the  area  from  operation 
of  the  mining  law  in  order  to  protect 
these  known  sensitive  resource  values. 

Recognition  of  the  area’s  potential 
value  for  oil  and  gas  indicates  a 
need  to  lease  it  to  avoid  the 
possibility  of  drainage  and  resulting 
loss  of  royalties  should  development 
occur  nearby.  However,  the 
significance  of  all  the  other 
resources  present  there  (e.g., 
cultural,  scenic,  wildlife, 
botanical,  watershed,  slope 
stability),  makes  it  necessary  to 
ensure  that  no  surface  occupancy  be 
allowed.  This  means  no  surface 
disturbance  will  be  permitted  as  a 
result  of  lease  issuance. 

Additionally,  seasonal  and/or  other 
appropriate  controls  may  be  placed  on 
mineral  exploration  and  development. 
All  wells  or  other  activities 
intended  for  the  benefit  or 
development  of  the  lease  will  require 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


approval  prior  to  conduct  of 
activities  (43  CFR  3161  and  3162). 

BLM  provides  no  guarantee  that 
approval  of  these  activities,  even  if 
conducted  on  private  land  for  the 
benefit  of  the  lease,  will  be 
approved  if  it  is  determined,  through 
required  NEPA  compliance,  that 
identified  or  known  sensitive 
resource  values  are  impacted.  In 
addition,  stipulations  to  the  lease 
indicating  areas  off  lease  where 
leasehold  operations  will  not  be 
approved  because  of  known  impacts, 
may  limit  or  restrict  a  lessee’s  full 
enjoyment  to  develop  the  lease.  It 
is  encumbent  upon  the  lessee  to 
acquire  permission  from  the 
appropriate  authority  (county,  state, 
federal,  or  private  landowners)  and, 
in  this  case,  abide  by  such 
conditions  of  approval  that  those 
authorities  may  require  prior  to 
approval  by  the  BLM  for  leasehold 
activities . 
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Rationale 


Preferred  Alternative 
Recreation  Use 

Designate  MA  open  to  limited  ORV  use 
(existing  roads,  ways,  and  trails 
only  -  10  miles).  Manage  MA  open  to 
all  other  recreation  uses. 

Support  Needs: 

-ORV  Map 


Designate  the  area  limited  to  ORV 
use.  The  soft  soils  and  unique  plant 
and  animal  associations  can  tolerate 
very  little  vehicular  disturbance. 
Hiking  and  bird  watching  will  likely 
be  the  principal  recreational 
activities . 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Special  Land  and  Resource  Use  Needs 

Designate  MA  as  an  ACEC  and 
cooperatively  manage  with  a 
non-federal  environmental 
organization  (e.g.,  Nature 
Conservancy)  and/or  other  agencies 
for  maximum  protection  of  aesthetics, 
cultural  resources,  T  and  E  species, 
and  wildlife  while  still  allowing 
minimal  activities  (e.g.,  recration, 
temporary  short  term  uses).  Withdraw 
MA  from  entry/appropriation  and 
leasing  (for  realty  actions  only). 

Support  Needs: 

-Modified  fire  suppression  plan 
(2,970  acres) 

-Fencing 

-Coordinated  Management 
Agreement ( s) 


ACEC  designation  is  followed  by  a 
management  plan  which  will  provide 
maximum  protection  of  the  area's 
resources.  It  will  be  withdrawn  from 
operation  of  land  laws  and  held  in 
public  ownership. 

Interest  expressed  in  the  area  by 
other  entities  makes  it  a  good 
candidate  for  management  under  a 
cooperative  approach  so  an  entity 
could  participate  in  the  protection 
and  managment  of  public  resources. 
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TEMBLOR-CALI ENTE /VALLEY  MANAGEMENT  AREA 
Preferred  Alternative  Rationale 

Land  Tenure  Adjustment 


Approximately  16,060  acres  Alternative  III  (page  2-10)  - 

potentially  suitable  for  land  Criteria  used  for  determination  of 

tenure  adjustment.  land  tenure  adjustment  alternatives 

(page  A-10)  included  considerations 
of  potential  resource  conflicts  by 
alternative.  The  difference  between 
Alternatives  II  and  III  was  simply 
the  presence  of  undeveloped  oil  and 
gas  leases.  Historically,  many 
leases  are  frequently  held  to  their 
expiration  without  any  attempt  at 
development.  While  this  generates 
leasing  revenues  to  the  government, 
it  is  possible  that  encumbering  the 
surface  parcels  to  the  extent  that  no 
tenure  adjustment  is  allowed  on  them 
may  foreclose  other  options  which  may 
be  in  the  public  interest  (e.g.,  land 
exchanges  for  the  purpose  of  blocking 
up  public  land  and  enhancing  the 
public's  ability  to  use  it). 
Additional  environmental  assessment 
and  public  notification  will  take 
place  before  any  land  tenure 
adjustment  occurs.  This  is  to  ensure 
no  environmental  concerns  are 
overlooked  prior  to  such  adjustment. 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Livestock  Grazing 

The  mulch  levels  to  be  initially 
managed  through  the  development  of 
allotment  management  plans  (AMP*s) 

I  Category 

North  Temblor  (QOlS)-season  long 
500  lbs  mulch/ac  for  slopes 
0  -  25% 

600  lbs  mulch/ac  for  slopes 
26  -  50% 

700  lbs  mulch/ac  for  slopes 
51  -  75% 

800  lbs  mulch/ac  for  slopes 
76  -  100% 

Sulphur  Canyon  (0031)- 
from  12/01-07/31*~same  as  0015 
Selby  Ranch  (0044)-season  long- 
same  as  0015 

Temblor-Caliente  (0053)-season 
long  -  same  as  0015 
Chico  Martinez  (0063)-season  long 
400  lbs  mulch/ac  for  slopes 
0  -  25% 

500  lbs  mulch/ac  for  slopes 
26  -  50% 

600  lbs  mulch/ac  for  slopes 
51  -  75% 

700  lbs  mulch/ac  for  slopes 
76  -  100% 

Carrizo  Ranch  (0070)~season  long- 
same  as  0015 
Chimineas  Ranch  (0073)- 
from  ll/01-06/30*-same  as  0015 
Maricopa  Ranch  (0096)- 
from  10/15-05 /15*-same  as  0015 

-  Allow  40-60%  utilization  of 
saltbush  and  key  browse  species. 


The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  and  Public  Rangelands  Improvement 
are: Act  require  the  inventory  of  range 
conditions  and  trends  be  maintained. 
Those  acts,  along  with  the  Sikes  Act, 
and  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of  1934  all 
demonstrate  a  continuing  commitment  by 
Congress  to  improve  rangeland 
conditions . 

Present  BLM  policy  directs  that 
implementation  of  adjustments 
identified  through  preparation  of  an 
EIS  may  take  place  in  a  number  of 
ways,  to  include:  1)  a  five-year 
phased  in  suspension  based  on 
monitoring  or  a  combination  of 
monitoring  and  range  surveys;  2) 
requesting  the  permittee/lessee  to 
agree  to  a  voluntary  reduction;  or  3) 
an  agreement  with  the  operator  whereby 
he/she  voluntarily  applies  for  a 
certain  amount  of  nonuse  in  each 
grazing  season  until  the  carrying 
capacity  of  the  allotment  can  be 
accurately  gauged  as  a  result  of 
monitoring. 

Virtually  all  of  the  areas  under 
grazing  permit  are  California 
(Mediterranean)  annual  range  type  that 
should  be  managed  differently  than  the 
perennial  range  type.  Annual  plants 
are  dependent  upon  yearly 
precipitation  and  temperature 
patterns.  These  patterns  are 
extremely  variable  in  California,  and 
vegetation  production  can  vary  20-fold 
from  one  year  to  the  next.  Therefore, 


*End  dates  may  vary  according  to  mulch  where  practical,  (i.e.,  on  I  category 
levels  or  saltbush  and  browse  allotments)  the  annual  range  type  will 

utilization.  be  managed  for  residual  mulch:  a 

given  amount  of  dry  vegetation  left 
after  livestock  are  removed. 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Selected  grazinging  use  levels  for  M 
and  C  allotments  are: 

M  Category  <7,712  Total  AUMs) 

Naval  Petro  (0003)- 
253  AUMs  from  11/01-05/31 
Catskin  (0004)- 
220  AUMs  season  long 
Pleito  (0008)- 
1,362  AUMs  season  long 
Oil  Field  (0016)- 
367  AUMs  season  long 
Buena  Vista  Creek  (0019)- 
107  AUMs  from  01/15-06/30 
Frazer  Valley  (0021)- 
206  AUMs  season  long 
Kettleman  Hills  (0028)- 
986  AUMs  season  long 
Naval  Petroleum  (0038)- 
380  AUMs  season  long 
Old  Arroyo  (0039)- 
160  AUMs  season  long 
Santiago  Creek  (0057)- 
517  AUMs  season  long 
Cedar  Mountain  (0064)- 
139  AUMs  from  03/01-06/20  and 
10/15-02/29 

Packwood-Franciscan  (0065)- 
444  AUMs  season  long 
Bitterwater  Valley  (0072)- 
747  AUMs  from  12/01-05/31 
— (0106)-146  AUMs  season  long 
Cienago  Canyon  (0107)- 
399  AUMs  from  09/01-05/30 
Surprise  Arroyo  (0110)- 
1,152  AUMs  from  10/01-04/30 
Devil’s  Gulch  (0116)- 
127  AUMs  season  long 

C  Category  (764  Total  AUMs) 

Oil  Field  (0002)- 
73  AUMs  from  01/01-09/30 

Catskin  (0011)- 

80  AUMs  from  06/01-09/30 
— (0013) -82  AUMs  season  long 
Elephant  Back  (0020)- 
16  AUMs  season  long 
McKittrick  Summit  (0022)- 
40  AUMs  season  long 
Bitterwater  Valley  (0027)- 
12  AUMs  from  09/01-05/31 
Bitter  Creek  (0029)- 


All  future  management  will  be  verified 
by  ongoing  monitoring  studies  as 
previously  identified.  This  should 
promote  a  more  flexible  working 
relationship  with  grazing  operators 
than  existed  in  the  past.  This 
flexibility  is  a  two-way  street, 
however.  The  Area  Manager  will 
acknowledge  when  additional  forage  is 
available  for  livestock  use  and  may 
allow  for  this  use.  Grazing  operators 
should  acknowledge  when  monitoring 
studies  provide  adequate  evidence  that 
stocking  levels  are  in  excess  of  the 
allotment’s  capability  and  accept  the 
necessary  change.  This  amounts  to 
’’fine  tuning”  the  allotment.  This 
kind  of  cooperation  will  ensure 
long-term  rangeland  productivity. 

For  allotments  in  the  MA  presently 
classified  as  M  or  C  category 
allotments  (pages  A-3  through  A-6), 
the  Selective  Management  Guidelines 
show  that  active  preference  will  not 
be  initially  adjusted  because  the 
allotments  are  either  managed 
satisfactorily  at  present  or  change  is 
not  feasible  (page  A-5).  Provision  is 
made  for  monitoring  these  allotments. 
Should  conditions  change,  the  category 
of  the  allotment  may  also  change.  If 
further  monitoring  indicates  the  need 
for  preference  adjustments,  they  may 
be  implemented  according  to  the 
procedures  already  identified  for  I 
category  allotments. 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


31  AUMs  from  06/01-12/01 
Klipstein  Ranch  (0030)- 

96  AUMs  season  long-cattle 
12/01-05/30-sheep 
Red  Hill  (0035)- 
3  AUMs  season  long 
Derby  Acres  (0041)- 
92  AUMs  season  long 
Willow  Spring  Canyon  (0054)- 

32  AUMs  season  long 
Curtis  Mountain  (0062)- 

13  AUMs  season  long 
-(0069)- 

100  AUMs  from  03/01-05/01 
McVan  Oilfield  (0097)- 
34  AUMs  season  long 
Klipstein  Ranch  House  (0114)- 
24  AUMs  from  03/01-09/30 
Power  Line  Road  (0115)- 
36  AUMs  from  01/01-06/31 

-  Allow  40-60%  utilization  of 

saltbush  and  key  browse  species. 

*End  dates  may  vary  according  to  mulch 
levels  or  saltbush  and  browse 
utilization. 

Applications  for  new  grazing 
allotments  will  be  handled  on  a 
case-by-case  basis. 

On  unallotted  areas,  no  potentially 
suitable  areas  will  be  burned  soley 
for  grazing. 

Support  Needs: 

-AMP  for  all  I  category  allottments 
-Cattleguard  in  0015 
-Fense  8  miles  in  0053 
-Vegetation  manipulation  in  0031, 
0044,  0070,  (5,583) 

-Construct  1  water  pipeline  with 
trough  in  0028,  0044,  0053 
-Construct  2  water  pipelines  with 
troughs  in  0073,  0096 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Minerals 
OIL  AND  GAS 

1.  Exploration  activities  con¬ 
ducted  under  a  Notice  of  Intent 
will  be  allowed  within  Special 
Category  Areas  in  a  manner  that 
will  not  impact  resources  legally 
mandated  for  protection  and  rehabil¬ 
itation  is  such  that  the  impact 

of  the  exploration  activity  is 
negligible 

All  other  areas  will  be  managed  to 
encourage  exploration  operations 
in  a  manner  that  recognizes  sound 
reclamation  practices,  within  the 
guidelines  and  constraints  of 
pertinent  federal,  state,  and  local 
laws,  regulations,  and  orders. 

2.  Pre-lease  -  Leasing  will  be 
allowed  within  Special  Category 
Area  with  special  stipulations 
to  minimize  impacts  to  resources 
which  are  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected.  Those  areas  where 
development  of  stipulations 
cannot  protect  resource  values 
that  are  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected  will  be  issued  with 

a  No  Surface  Occupancy  stipulation. 

All  other  public  land  will 
be  leased  within  the  guidelines 
and  constraints  of  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders. 

3.  a)  Post-lease  activities 
conducted  within  Special  Category 
Areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  special 
stipulations  of  the  lease  and 
pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws,  regulations,  and 
orders . 


Alternative  III  is  selected 
for  this  issue  since  it  is 
consistent  with  present  Bureau 
policy  and  continues  to  provide 
adequate  opportunities  to  encourage 
mineral  exploration  and  development 
while  allowing  constraints  which 
will  mitigate  impacts  to  sensitive 
resources.  In  short,  this  amounts 
to  equal  consideration  of  all 
resources . 

Memoranda  of  understanding  with 
other  appropriate  agencies  (e.g. 
counties)  are  encouraged  to  ensure 
that  their  concerns  are  considered. 
The  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
(pages  2-25  through  2-28) 
complement  this  alternative  very 
well.  Support  needs  (page  2-5) 
identify  considerable  additional 
work  which  may  be  done  to 
facilitate  management  of  the 
minerals  resource. 
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Rationale 


Rehabilitation  of  post-lease 
activities  within  Special 
Category  Areas  will  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  as  to 
leave  the  area  in  a  condition 
that  is  substantially  unnoticeable 
from  original  conditions  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
the  designation.  Post-lease 
activities  will  not  occur  on 
leases  with  a  NSO  stipulation. 

b)  Post-lease  activities  conducted 
on  other  areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
lease.  Rehabilitation  of  post¬ 
lease  activities  will  be  conducted 
according  to  sound  reclamation 
practices . 

LOCATABLE  MINERALS 

1.  All  public  land  will  remain 
free  and  open  to  mineral  explor¬ 
ation,  location,  and  development. 
This  does  not  preclude  withdrawal 
segregation  from  the  mining  laws  if 
determined  to  be  needed  at  a  later 
date. 

2.  MOUs  between  the  county 
agencies  under  SMARA  and  BLM  may 
be  developed  to  provide  a  coord¬ 
inated  management  role  in  surface 
management  of  mining  activities. 

3.  Management  of  surface  disturb¬ 
ance  activities  or  development  on 
mining  claim  locations  will  be 
conducted  within  legal  constraints 
and  SOP  to  prevent  undue  and 
unnecessary  degradation. 
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Rationale 


OTHER  LEASABLE 

AND  SALEABLE  MINERALS 

1.  Geothermal  and  mineral  leasing 
exploration  permits  will  be 
authorized  in  Special  Category 
Areas  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected  if  the  permit  is 
stipulated  to  allow  surface 
disturbances  which  can  be 
rehabilitated  to  a  substantially 
unnoticeable  condition  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  the  designa¬ 
tion.  If  the  permit  cannot  be 
issued  to  prevent  unnoticeable 
disturbances  after  reclamation, 
then  the  permit  will  be  issued 
with  a  NSO  stipulation  on  those 
Special  Category  Areas. 

Mineral  material  exploration 
operations  will  be  allowed  if  it 
can  be  demonstrated  that  rehabili¬ 
tation  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner 
to  be  substantially  unnoticeable. 

All  other  public  land  will  remain 
open  to  permitted  exploration 
activities  within  the  guidelines 
and  constraints  of  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders. 

2.  a)  Pre-lease  -  Preference 
Right  and  Competitive  Leases  will 
be  issued  in  Special  Category 
Areas  if  stipulations  to  the 
lease  allow  development 
activities  to  be  conducted  that 
will  minimize  impacts  to 
resources  which  are  legally 
mandated  to  be  protected. 

Those  areas  where  development  of 
stipulations  to  the  lease  will  not 
protect  resource  values  that  are 
legally  mandated  to  be  protected 
will  be  issued  with  a  NSO  stip¬ 
ulation. 
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Minerals  on  all  other  public  land 
will  be  leased  or  disposed  of  with 
the  guidelines  and  constraints 
of  pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws , regulations ,  and  orders 

b)  Mineral  material  disposals 
will  be  authorized  in  accordance 
with  pertinent  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws,  regulations, 
and  orders  on  Special  Category 
Areas  if  no  deposit  is  known 
within  the  market  area,  and 
disposal  will  be  in  the  public 
interest . 

Mineral  material  on  other  public 
land  will  be  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  pertinent  federal, 
state,  and  local  laws,  regulations 
and  orders. 

3.  a)  Post-lease  activities  will 
be  managed  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  the  lease,  stip¬ 
ulations  developed  for  plan  of 
exploration  or  operation 
approvals,  and  in  conformance 
with  pertinent  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws,  regulations, 
and  orders.  Rehabilitation  of 
Special  Category  Areas  will  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  to  reclaim 
the  surface  to  a  condition  as 
near  as  practical  to  that  which 
existed  prior  to  operations. 

Rehabilitation  on  other  public 
land  will  be  conducted  according 
to  sound  reclamation  practices. 

b)  Mineral  material  disposal 
operations  on  Special  Category 
Areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
permit/contract  and  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders.  Re- 
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Rehabilitation  will  be  conducted 
in  a  manner  to  reclaim  the 
surface  to  a  condition  as  near 
as  practical  to  that  which 
existed  prior  to  operations. 

Mineral  material  disposal  opera¬ 
tions  on  other  public  land  will 
be  managed  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  permit/contract  and 
and  pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws,  regulations,  and 
orders.  Rehabilitation  of  mined 
operation  areas  will  be  conducted 
according  to  sound  reclamation 
practices . 


Support  Needs: 

-  GEM  assessments 

-  Inventory  of  mineral  material 
disposal  areas 

-  Development  of  reclamation 
guidelines  and  standards 

-  MOUs  with  county(s)  (per 
SMARA) 

-  VRM  inventory 
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Recreation  Use 

Allow  limited  recreation  use  within 
environmental  constraints  by: 

A)  .  altering  public  land  near  Poso 

Creek  to  discourage  shooting 
and  allowing  development  of 
alternative  site; 

B)  .  allow  limited  ORV  use 

(existing  roads,  ways,  and 
trails  only-720  miles); 

C)  .  develop  walk-in  access  to 

public  land  within  the 
Caliente  Range  with  gate  and 
cattleguard  at  easement 
entrance . 

Support  Needs: 

-ORV  Map 


Alternative  II  is  selected  for  this 
issue  because  of  the  recognition  of 
the  need  to  improve  the  management 
of  recreation  activities  in  the 
management  area. 

Public  comments  addressed  use  and 
availability  of  public  land  for 
various  recreational  activities,  it 
is  the  intent  of  BLM  manage  visitor 
use  to  protect  resource  values  and 
provide  for  safe  and  enjoyable 
recreation  experiences.  The  Public  is 
also  encouraged  to  become  partners  in 
public  land  management  through 
volunteering  or  through  local 
government  which,  in  turn,  may  be 
authorized  to  manage  some  parcels  of 
public  land. 

Designation  of  public  land  for 
off-highway  vehicle  use  is  directed  by 
Executive  Orders.  Those,  along  with 
appropriate  regulations  provide  for 
resource  protection,  minimization  of 
user  conflicts,  and  promotes  public 
safety.  Limited  ORV  use  meets  those 
goals . 
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Special  Land  and  Resource  Use  Needs 


Designate  Elkhorn  Plain  and  Goose  Lake 
as  ACECs  for  maximum  protection  of  T 
and  E  species  and  cultural  resources 
respectively;  designate  Reef  Ridge  an< 
San  Andreas  Fault  Scarp  as  Research 
Natural  Areas  to  protect  valuable 
scientific  resources  (10,760  acres). 
Nominate  San  Andreas  Fault  Scarp  as  a 
National  Natural  Landmark  (1,120 
acres) . 

Allow  construction  only  where  impacts 
to  T  and  E  critical/proposed  critical 
habitat  (through  consultation  with 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  and 
known  cultural  sites  (through 
consultation  with  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer)  can  be  avoided. 

Pesticide  or  herbicide  spraying  (e.g., 
malathion)  will  only  be  allowed  after 
a  "no  jeopardy"  decision  by  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  for  those  parcels 
within  T  and  E  critical/proposed 
critical  habitat.  Spraying  may  not  be 
allowed  within  1/2  mile  of  wildlife 
guzzlers  (16,570  acres)  and  from  April 
through  June  in  upland  game  habitat 
(80,000  acres).  Retain  statewide  MOU. 

Continue  management  of  National 
Cooperative  Land  and  Wildlife 
Management  Areas  with  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (114,805 
acres) . 

Support  Needs: 

-Modified  fire  suppression  plan 
for  Caliente  Range  (51,600  acres) 


The  size  and  complexity  of  resources 
in  this  MA  has  attracted  considerable 
attention.  Some  of  those  resources 
(e.g.,  endangered  species)  are  also 
very  sensitive.  The  related  concerns 
held  by  many  members  of  the  public  as 
well  as  having  been  recognized  in  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  are  best  met  by  adopting 
Alternative  II.  Special  designations 
include  ACECs  for  Goose  Lake  for  its 
cultural  and  wetlands  values  and  for  a 
portion  of  the  Elkhorn  Plain  as  shown 
on  the  Special  Category  Area  Map  2-1. 
That  portion  of  Elkhorn  Plain  is 
highly  significant  as  habitat  and  home 
to  federally  listed  threatened  or 
endangered  as  well  as  state  listed 
rare  or  sensitive  species  (e.g.,  San 
Joaquin  kit  fox,  blunt-nosed  leopard 
lizard,  California  condor,  and  giant 
kangaroo  rat).  Although  resource 
conflicts  exist  in  this  area,  they  are 
less  significant  here  than  in  many 
other  locations  yet  studies  from  the 
area  provide  considerable  information 
regarding  these  species.  This  area 
has  also  received  the  least  amount  of 
alteration  of  native  habitat  in  an 
area  where  so  many  of  the  species 
coexist.  Population  studies  have  been 
underway  in  the  area  for  several  years 
also.  ACEC  designation  is  consistent 
with  the  appropriate  recovery  plans 
and  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and 
subsequent  regulations  which  identify 
the  need  for  BLM  to  take  positive 
actions  toward  enhancement  of  the 
species . 

Other  special  categories  include  a 
portion  of  the  San  Andreas  Fault  Scarp 
which  has  been  the  subject  of 
international  attention  and  found 
referenced  and  photographed  in 
numerous  works  discussing  earthquakes 
and  plate  tectonics.  The  area 
identified  for  nomination  as  a 
National  Natural  Landmark  is  an 
exceptional  section  of  the  fault 


60 


Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


because  of  the  easily  observed  surface 
indications  of  the  fault  line. 
Additionally,  it  is  the  location  of 
ongoing  scientific  study  which  state 
and  federal  geologists  feel  are 
extremely  important  in  helping  them  to 
understand  and  predict  earthquakes. 
Public  ownership  of  this  portion  of 
the  fault  helps  provide  the  general 
public  and  scientific  community  an 
opportunity  to  observe  and  study  it  in 
its  natural  condition  without  surface 
altering  disturbances  like  those  that 
result  from  agricultural  activity. 
Nearby,  in  an  area  called  Reef  Ridge, 
geologic  formations  have  been  exposed 
which  show  rather  unique  paleontologic 
information.  These  have  been  under 
study  by  the  scientific  and  academic 
communities  for  several  years  and  hold 
significant  information.  For  these 
reasons,  parts  of  these  areas  will  be 
designated  Research  Natural  Areas. 

The  intent  is  to  recognize  past  and 
future  work  that  has  taken  place  and 
increase  both  the  public’s  and  BLM’s 
sensitivity  to  potentially  conflicting 
proposed  actions  in  the  designated 
areas . 

Presence  of  cultural  resources  and 
endangered  species  throughout  much  of 
the  MA  requires  increased  awareness  of 
potential  conflicts  between  them  and 
other  resource  values,  per  direction 
received  through  laws  and 
regulations.  The  statement  regarding 
construction  activities  simply 
highlights  requirements  contained  in 
the  aformentioned  directives.  No  new 
restrictions  are  being  imposed  by  this 
plan. 

Regarding  pesticides  and  herbicides, 
it  is  recognized  that  there  may  be  a 
need  to  use  them  while  on  the  other 
hand  protection  of  environmental 
values  must  be  considered.  This 
statement  is  consistent  with  resource 
needs  and  BLM  and  Department  of  the 
Interior  guidelines. 
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The  National  Cooperative  Land  and 
Wildlife  Management  Areas  are 
significant  areas  in  which  BLM  and  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
both  have  interests  in  protecting  and 
enhancing  public  resources  for  public 
benefits  such  as  high  quality 
hunting.  The  agreements  have  long 
been  in  place  and  merit  retention. 


62 


Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Water  Quality  and  Watershed 
Protection 

Determine  potential  impacts  from 
proposed  land  uses  on  watershed 
condition  before  authorizing  use. 
Permit  land  uses  which  will  allow 
watershed  condition  to  be  maintained. 
Maintain  stable  slopes  and  prevent 
erosion  which  causes  on-site  damage  to 
vegetation,  soil  fertility  and 
permeability,  and  downstream  damage 
from  sedimentation  and  poorer  water 
quality.  No  construction  will  be 
permitted  on  soils  with  high  erosion 
hazard  ratings  and  where  slopes  exceed 
70%  (15,890  acres).  Protect  all 
existing  water  sources. 

Support  Needs: 

-BMP 

-Fencing  wherever  needed  to 
protect  springs 


The  first  alternative  is  selected 
with  a  single  modification.  Stable 
slopes,  healthy  riparian  habitat, 
and  good  water  quality  are  concerns 
that  BLM  shares  with  respondents  to 
the  draft  RHP.  It  is  recognized 
that  even  if  the  situation  does  not 
exist  now,  there  may  be  a  future 
need  to  improve  the  quality  of  water 
or  a  watershed  on  public  land.  The 
standard  for  construction  activities 
is  70%  slope,  recognizing  at  the 
same  time  that  site  specific 
conditions  may  cause  restrictions  to 
be  placed  on  activities  in  fragile 
areas  having  lesser  slopes  or,  on 
the  other  hand,  some  activities  may 
be  allowed  on  slopes  in  excess  of 
70%  if  the  objectives  of  maintaining 
or  improving  water  quality  and 
wateshed  protection  can  be  met.  It 
is  anticiapted  that  exceptions 
exceeding  70%  will  be  few. 

Additional  environmental  analysis 
will  take  place  before  any  action 
will  be  authorized.  Such  analysis 
will  include  field  review  of  the 
area  to  ensure  all  resource  concerns 
are  considered. 
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Preferred  Alternative  Rationale 

Land  Tenure  Adjustment 

Approximately  1,820  acres  potentially  Alternative  III  (page  2-10)  - 
suitable  for  land  tenure  adjustment.  Criteria  used  for  determination  of 

land  tenure  adjustment  alternatives 
(page  A— 10)  included  considerations 
of  potential  resource  conflicts  by 
alternative.  The  difference  between 
Alternatives  II  and  III  was  simply 
the  presence  of  undeveloped  oil  and 
gas  leases.  Historically,  many 
leases  are  frequently  held  to  their 
expiration  without  any  attempt  at 
development.  While  this  generates 
leasing  revenues  to  the  government, 
it  is  possible  that  encumbering  the 
surface  parcels  to  the  extent  that  no 
tenure  adjustment  is  allowed  on  them 
may  foreclose  other  options  which  may 
be  in  the  public  interest  (e.g.,  land 
exchanges  for  the  purpose  of  blocking 
up  public  land  and  enhancing  the 
public’s  ability  to  use  it). 


Additional  environmental  assessment 
and  public  notification  will  take 
place  before  any  land  tenure 
adjustment  occurs.  This  is  to  ensure 
no  environmental  concerns  are 
overlooked  prior  to  such  adjustment. 
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Livestock  Grazing 

The  selected  grazing  use  levels  by 
allotment  is: 

C  Category 

—  (0055) 

23  AUM*  s  season  long 

Applications  for  new  grazing 
allotments  will  be  handled  on  a 
case-by-case  basis. 

On  unallotted  areas,  no  potentially 
suitable  areas  will  be  burned  solely 
for  grazing. 


Even  though  perennial  plants  are 
present,  virtually  all  of  the  areas 
under  grazing  permit  are  California 
(Mediterranean)  annual  range  type 
that  should  be  managed  differently 
than  the  perennial  range  type. 

Annual  plants  are  dependent  upon 
yearly  precipitation  and  temper¬ 
ature  patterns.  These  patterns  are 
extremely  variable  in  California, 
and  vegetation  production  can  vary 
20-fold  from  one  year  to  the  next. 

All  allotment  in  the  Management 
Area  (MA)  presently  meets  the 
criteria  for  identification  as  C 
category  allotment  (pages  A-3  through 
A-6  through  A-6).  The  Selective 
Management  Guidelines  show  that 
active  preference  will  not  be 
initially  adjusted  because  the 
allotment  is  either  managed 
satisfactorily  at  present  or 
change  is  not  feasible  (page 
A-5).  Provision  is  made  for 
monitoring  this  allotment.  Should 
conditions  change,  the  category  of 
the  allotment  may  also  change.  The 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  and  Public  Rangelands  Improvement 
Act  requires  the  inventory  of  range 
conditions  and  trends  be 
maintained.  Those  acts,  along 
with  the  Sikes  Act,  end  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  of  1934  all 
demostrates  a  continuing  commitment 
by  Congress  to  improve  rangeland 
conditions.  In  light  of  this 
direction  and  policy,  if  further 
monitoring  indicates  the  need  for 
preference  adjustment,  it  may  be 
implemented  according  to  BLM  policy 
through  any  of  the  following 
methods:  1)  a  five-year  phased  in 
adjustment  based  on  monitoring  or  a 
combination  of  monitoring  and  range 
surveys;  2)  requesting  the 
permittee/lessee  to  Livestock  Grazing 
(cont.) agree  to  a  voluntary 
reduction;  or  3)  an  agreement  with 

the  operator  whereby  he/she 
voluntarily  applies  for  a  certain 
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amount  of  nonuse  in  each  grazing 
season  until  the  carrying  capacity  of 
the  allotment  can  be  accurately 
gauged  as  a  result  of  monitoring. 
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OIL  AND  GAS 

1.  Exploration  activities  con¬ 
ducted  under  a  Notice  of  Intent 
will  be  allowed  within  Special 
Category  Areas  in  a  manner  that 
will  not  impact  resources  legally 
mandated  for  protection  and  rehabil¬ 
itation  is  such  that  the  impact 

of  the  exploration  activity  is 
negligible 

All  other  areas  will  be  managed  to 
encourage  exploration  operations 
in  a  manner  that  recognizes  sound 
reclamation  practices,  within  the 
guidelines  and  constraints  of 
pertinent  federal,  state,  and  local 
laws,  regulations,  and  orders. 

2.  Pre-lease  -  Leasing  will  be 
allowed  within  Special  Category 
Area  with  special  stipulations 
to  minimize  impacts  to  resources 
which  are  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected.  Those  areas  where 
development  of  stipulations 
cannot  protect  resource  values 
that  are  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected  will  be  issued  with 

a  No  Surface  Occupancy  stipulation. 

All  other  public  land  will 
be  leased  within  the  guidelines 
and  constraints  of  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders. 

3.  a)  Post-lease  activities 
conducted  within  Special  Category 
Areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  special 
stipulations  of  the  lease  and 
pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws,  regulations,  and 
orders . 


Rationale 


Alternative  III  is  selected 
for  this  issue  since  it  is 
consistent  with  present  Bureau 
policy  and  continues  to  provide 
adequate  opportunities  to  encourage 
mineral  exploration  and  development 
while  allowing  constraints  which 
will  mitigate  impacts  to  sensitive 
resources.  In  short,  this  amounts 
to  equal  consideration  of  all 
resources . 

Memoranda  of  understanding  with 
other  appropriate  agencies  (e.g. 
counties)  are  encouraged  to  ensure 
that  their  concerns  are  considered. 
The  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
(pages  2-25  through  2-28) 
complement  this  alternative  very 
well.  Support  needs  (page  2-5) 
identify  considerable  additional 
work  which  may  be  done  to 
facilitate  management  of  the 
minerals  resource. 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Rehabilitation  of  post-lease 
activities  within  Special 
Category  Areas  will  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  as  to 
leave  the  area  in  a  condition 
that  is  substantially  unnoticeable 
from  original  conditions  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
the  designation.  Post-lease 
activities  will  not  occur  on 
leases  with  a  NSO  stipulation. 

b)  Post-lease  activities  conducted 
on  other  areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
lease.  Rehabilitation  of  post¬ 
lease  activities  will  be  conducted 
according  to  sound  reclamation 
practices . 

LOCATABLE  MINERALS 

1.  All  public  land  will  remain 
free  and  open  to  mineral  explor¬ 
ation,  location,  and  development. 
This  does  not  preclude  withdrawal 
segregation  from  the  mining  laws  if 
determined  to  be  needed  at  a  later 
date. 

2.  MOUs  between  the  county 
agencies  under  SMARA  and  BLM  may 
be  developed  to  provide  a  coord¬ 
inated  management  role  in  surface 
management  of  mining  activities. 

3.  Management  of  surface  disturb¬ 
ance  activities  or  development  on 
mining  claim  locations  will  be 
conducted  within  legal  constraints 
and  SOP  to  prevent  undue  and 
unnecessary  degradation. 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


OTHER  LEASABLE 

AND  SALEABLE  MINERALS 

1.  Geothermal  and  mineral  leasing 
exploration  permits  will  be 
authorized  in  Special  Category 
Areas  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected  if  the  permit  is 
stipulated  to  allow  surface 
disturbances  which  can  be 
rehabilitated  to  a  substantially 
unnoticeable  condition  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  the  designa¬ 
tion.  If  the  permit  cannot  be 
issued  to  prevent  unnoticeable 
disturbances  after  reclamation, 
then  the  permit  will  be  issued 
with  a  NSO  stipulation  on  those 
Special  Category  Areas. 

Mineral  material  exploration 
operations  will  be  allowed  if  it 
can  be  demonstrated  that  rehabili¬ 
tation  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner 
to  be  substantially  unnoticeable. 

All  other  public  land  will  remain 
open  to  permitted  exploration 
activities  within  the  guidelines 
and  constraints  of  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders. 

2.  a)  Pre-lease  -  Preference 
Right  and  Competitive  Leases  will 
be  issued  in  Special  Category 
Areas  if  stipulations  to  the 
lease  allow  development 
activities  to  be  conducted  that 
will  minimize  impacts  to 
resources  which  are  legally 
mandated  to  be  protected. 

Those  areas  where  development  of 
stipulations  to  the  lease  will  not 
protect  resource  values  that  are 
legally  mandated  to  be  protected 
will  be  issued  with  a  NSO  stip¬ 
ulation. 


Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Minerals  on  all  other  public  land 
will  be  leased  or  disposed  of  with 
the  guidelines  and  constraints 
of  pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws , regulations ,  and  orders 

b)  Mineral  material  disposals 
will  be  authorized  in  accordance 
with  pertinent  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws,  regulations, 
and  orders  on  Special  Category 
Areas  if  no  deposit  is  known 
within  the  market  area,  and 
disposal  will  be  in  the  public 
interest . 

Mineral  material  on  other  public 
land  will  be  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  pertinent  federal, 
state,  and  local  laws,  regulations 
and  orders. 

3.  a)  Post-lease  activities  will 
be  managed  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  the  lease,  stip¬ 
ulations  developed  for  plan  of 
exploration  or  operation 
approvals,  and  in  conformance 
with  pertinent  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws,  regulations, 
and  orders.  Rehabilitation  of 
Special  Category  Areas  will  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  to  reclaim 
the  surface  to  a  condition  as 
near  as  practical  to  that  which 
existed  prior  to  operations. 

Rehabilitation  on  other  public 
land  will  be  conducted  according 
to  sound  reclamation  practices. 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


b)  Mineral  material  disposal 
operations  on  Special  Category 
Areas  will  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
permit/contract  and  pertinent 
federal,  state,  and  local  laws, 
regulations,  and  orders.  Re¬ 
habilitation  will  be  conducted 
in  a  manner  to  reclaim  the 
surface  to  a  condition  as  near 
as  practical  to  that  which 
existed  prior  to  operations. 

Mineral  material  disposal  opera¬ 
tions  on  other  public  land  will 
be  managed  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  permit/contract  and 
and  pertinent  federal,  state,  and 
local  laws,  regulations,  and 
orders.  Rehabilitation  of  mined 
operation  areas  will  be  conducted 
according  to  sound  reclamation 
practices . 

Support  Needs: 

-  GEM  assessments 

-  Inventory  of  mineral  material 
disposal  areas 

-  Development  of  reclamation 
guidelines  and  standards 

-  MOUs  with  county(s)  (per 
SMARA) 

-  VRM  inventory 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Recreation  Use 

Designate  MA  limited  to  ORV  use 
(existing  roads,  ways,  and  trails 
only-10  miles) . 

Support  Needs: 

-ORV  Map 


Alternative  II  is  selected  for  this 
issue  because  of  the  recognition  of 
the  need  to  improve  the  management 
of  recreation  activities  in  the 
management  area. 

Public  comments  addressed  use  and 
availability  of  public  land  for 
various  recreational  activities,  it 
is  the  intent  of  BLM  manage  visitor 
use  to  protect  resource  values  and 
provide  for  safe  and  enjoyable 
recreation  experiences.  The  Public  is 
also  encouraged  to  become  partners  in 
public  land  management  through 
volunteering  or  through  local 
government  which,  in  turn,  may  be 
authorized  to  manage  some  parcels  of 
public  land. 

Designation  of  public  land  for 
off-highway  vehicle  use  is  directed  by 
Executive  Orders.  Those,  along  with 
appropriate  regulations  provide  for 
resource  protection,  minimization  of 
user  conflicts,  and  promotes  public 
safety.  Limited  ORV  use  meets  those 
goals . 
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Preferred  Alternative 


Rationale 


Water  Quality  and  Watershed  Protection 


Additional  environmental  analysis 
will  take  place  before  any  action 
will  be  authorized.  Such  analysis 
will  include  field  review  of  the 
area  to  ensure  all  resource  concerns 
are  considered. 


Determine  potential  impacts  from 
proposed  land  uses  on  watershed 
condition  before  authorizing  use. 
Permit  land  uses  which  allow  watershed 
condition  to  be  maintained.  Maintain 
stable  slopes  and  prevent  erosion 
which  causes  on-site  damage  to 
vegetation,  soil  fertility  and 
permeability,  and  downstream  damage 
from  sedimentation  and  poorer  water 
quality.  No  construction  will  be 
permitted  on  soils  with  high  erosion 
hazard  ratings  and  where  slopes  exceed 
70%  (1,525  acres). 

Support  Needs: 

-BMP  *  s 

-Fencing  where  necessary  to 
protect  springs 


The  first  alternative  is  selected 
with  a  single  modification.  Stable 
slopes,  healthy  riparian  habitat, 
and  good  water  quality  are  concerns 
that  BLM  shares  with  respondents  to 
the  draft  RMP.  It  is  recognized 
that  even  if  the  situation  does  not 
exist  now,  there  may  be  a  future 
need  to  improve  the  quality  of  water 
or  a  watershed  on  public  land.  The 
standard  for  construction  activities 
is  70%  slope,  recognizing  at  the 
same  time  that  site  specific 
conditions  may  cause  restrictions  to 
be  placed  on  activities  in  fragile 
areas  having  lesser  slopes  or,  on 
the  other  hand,  some  activities  may 
be  allowed  on  slopes  in  excess  of 
70%  if  the  objectives  of  maintaining 
or  improving  water  quality  and 
wateshed  protection  can  be  met.  It 
is  anticiapted  that  exceptions 
exceeding  70%  will  be  few. 
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CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


SUMMARY  -  ERRATA 

Page  ii,  footnote  3,  change  from  "Same  as  Alternative  I  ...”  to  "Same  as 
Alternative  V 

■ 

Page  iv,  Alternative  II,  change  "230  acres  closed  to  mineral  location"  to 
"3250  acres  closed  to  mineral  location". 

Page  iv,  Alternative  II,  change  "36,000  acres  subject  to  special 
stipulations."  to  "21,750  acres  subject  to  special  stipulations." 

Page  vi,  Recreation  Use,  Alternatives  I-III,  insert  Needs-ORV  Map". 

Page  vi,  Special  Land  and  Resource  Use  Needs,  Alternative  II,  change  from  "No 
spraying  of  pesticides  or  herbicides  ..."  to  "Spraying  of  pesticides  or 
herbicides  may  be  allowed  ..."  and  insert  at  the  end  of  same  paragraph  "Retain 
statewide  MOU.” 

Page  vii,  Water  Quality  and  Watershed  Protection,  Alternatives  II  and  III, 
insert  "Support  Needs-same  as  Alternative  I.". 

Page  x,  Alternative  I,  after  the  words  "species  composition"  insert  "by 
increased  diversity  and  available  habitat". 


CHAPTER  2  -  ERRATA 


Pages  2-3,  2-7,  2-14,  and  2-19,  Alternative  III,  Locatable  Minerals,  Number  1, 
after  the  word  "development”  insert  "This  does  not  preclude 
withdrawal/segregation  from  the  mining  laws  if  determined  to  be  needed  at  a 
later  date.". 

Pages  2-3,  2-7,  2-14,  and  2-19,  Alternative  III,  Locatable  Minerals,  Number  2, 
change  from  "M0U*s  between  the  state  lead  agencies  under  SMARA  and  BLM  will  be 
developed  ..."  to  "MOU’s  between  the  state  lead  agencies  under  SMARA  may  be 
developed  ...". 

Pages  2-4,  2-7,  2-15,  and  2-19,  alternative  III,  Other  Leasable  and  Saleable 
Minerals,  Number  1,  change  from  "Mineral  material  disposal  exploration  and 
operations  ..."  to  "Mineral  material  exploration  operations  ...". 

Pages  2-5,  2-8,  2-10,  2-11,  2-16,  and  2-20,  Recreation  Use,  Alternatives  I 
through  III,  insert  "Support  needs-ORV  Map". 

Pages  2-5,  2-9,  2-16,  Alternative  II,  Special  Land  and  Resource  Use  Needs, 
change  from  "Spraying  will  not  be  allowed  ..."  to  "Spraying  may  not  be 
allowed"  and  insert  at  the  end  of  same  paragraph  "Retain  statewide  MOU.". 

Pages  2-10  and  2-11,  Alternative  II,  Special  Land  and  Resource  Use  Needs, 
after  the  words"  appropriation  and  leasing",  insert  "(for  realty  actions 
only) " . 
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Pages  2-10  and  2-11,  Minerals,  Alternative  II,  paragraph  1,  delete  all  and 
insert  "Stipulate  oil  and  gas,  and  mining  exploration  activities  to  minimize 
surface  disturbance.  All  mineral  leasing  and  saleable  minerals  exploration 
permits  will  be  approved  with  a  NSO.”. 

Pages  2-10  and  2-11,  Minerals,  Alternative  II,  paragraph  3,  Add  "Segregate 
area  from  the  operation  of  the  mining  laws  by  classification  pending  formal 
withdrawal."  before  "Manage  surface  mining  operations  ..."  and  add  "pending 
the  segregation  effects  of  the  classification  or  withdrawal."  after  "... 
unnecessary  and  undue  degredation" . 

Page  2-16,  Special  Land  and  Resource  Use  Needs,  Alternative  III,  paragraph  1, 
delete  and  change  to  "Allow  construction  only  where  impacts  to  T  and  E 
critical/proposed  critical  habitat  (through  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  )  can  be  avoided  and  impacts  to  cultural  site  can  be 
mitigated.". 

Page  2-16,  Alternative  IV,  Special  Land  and  Resource  Use  Needs,  paragraph  2, 
delete  and  change  to  "Allow  construction  only  where  impacts  to  T  and  E 
critical/proposed  critical  habitat  (through  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service)  and  known  cultural  site  (through  consultation  with  he 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer)  can  be  avoided.". 

Page  2-17,  Alternative  IV,  at  the  end  of  the  paragraph  after  the  words  "or 
less."  insert  "Potential  impacts  from  proposed  use,  other  than  new  road 
construction,  are  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Impacts  are  mitigated." 


CHAPTER  3  -  ERRATA 

Page  3-23,  Wildlife,  at  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph  after  the  words  "giant 
kangaroo  rat"  insert  footnote  "1"  and  insert  the  following  footnote  to  bottom 
of  same  page. 

^Furbearers  have  not  been  specifically  addressed  in  this  plan.  However, 
like  furbearers,  there  are  other  animals  (e.g.,  San  Joaquin  kit  fox)  also 
dependent  on  healthy  vegetation  cover  for  their  prey  base  and  escape 
cover.  Upland  game  birds  require  cover  and  water  sources  to  maintain  a 
viable  population.  Therefore,  by  recognizing  the  habitat  needs  of 
endangered  species  and  gamebirds,  the  Bureau  is,  in  essence,  managing  the 
habitat  of  all  furbearers. 

Page  3-23,  Wildlife,  paragraph  1,  line  9;  delete  the  word  "ground"  from  the 
common  name  "San  Joaquin  antelope  squirrel". 

Page  3-32,  Wildlife,  third  paragraph  after  the  words  "species  diversity" 
insert  "which  includes  a  candidate  for  the  endangered  species  list,  Atriplex 
vallicola" . 

Page  3-32,  Wildlife,  paragraph  2,  line  3;  delete  the  word  "ground"  from  the 
common  name  "San  Joaquin  antelope  squirrel". 
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Page  3  36,  Wildlife,  I.F.  line  1,  and  2;  delete  the  word  "ground"  from  the 
common  name  "San  Joaquin  antelope  squirrel". 

Page  3-37,  Wildlife,  top  of  page,  line  1;  delete  the  word  "ground"  from  the 
common  name  "San  Joaquin  antelope  squirrel". 


CHAPTER  4  -  ERRATA 

Page  4-36,  Minerals,  Alternative  II,  Number  2,  Locatable  Minerals,  delete  all, 
and  change  to  "There  are  no  locatable  deposits  at  Point  Sal  except  subeconomic 
beach  placer  derposits.  No  mining  claims  have  been  filed.  Impacts  will  be 
negligible.". 

Page  4-36,  Recreation,  Alternative  II,  delete  all,  and  change  to  "No  impacts." 

Page  4—55,  Wildlife,  at  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  after  the  words 
"species  composition"  insert  "  by  increased  diversity  and  available  habitat". 

Page  4—55,  Wildlife,  paragraph  1,  line  6;  delete  the  word  "ground"  from  the 
common  name  "San  Joaquin  antelope  squirrel". 

Page  4-57,  Wildlife,  paragraph  1,  line  6;  delete  the  word  "ground"  from  the 
common  name  "San  Joaquin  antelope  squirrel". 

Page  4-58,  Wildlife,  paragraph  1,  line  7;  delete  the  word  "ground"  from  the 
common  name  "San  Joaquin  antelope  squirrel". 

Page  4-64,  Minerals,  Number  3  b,  change  from  "36,000  acres  of  Special  Category 
Areas  ..."  to  21,750  acres  of  Special  Category  areas  ...". 

Page  4-76,  Wildlife,  at  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  after  the  words 
"species  composition"  insert  "by  increased  diversity  and  available  habitat". 


APPENDICES-ERRATA 


Page  A-2 ,  Appendix  1:  Minerals  Policy,  delete  parts  5  and  6  and  insert 

”5.  Land  use  plans  will  reflect  geological,  energy  and  mineral  values  on 
public  lands  through  more  effective  geology  and  energy  and  mineral 
resource  data  assessment. 

6  BLM  will  monitor  salable  and  leasable  mineral  operations  to  ensure 
proper  resource  recovery  and  evaluation,  production  verification, 
diligence  and  inspection  and  enforcement  of  the  lease,  sale  or  permit 
terms.  BLM  will  ensure  receipt  of  fair  market  value  for  mineral 
commodities  unless  otherwise  provided  for  by  statute. 

7.  The  Bureau  will  maintain  effective  professional,  technical,  and 
managerial  personnel  knowledgeable  in  mineral  exploration  and 
development . 
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GLOSSARY  -  ERRATA 


Page  G-4,  Construction,  after  the  words  ’’applied  to”  insert  ”the  mineral 
resource  as  addressed  in”. 

Page  G-7 ,  following  Known  Solid  Mineral  Leasing  Area  definition  insert  the 
following  definition  ’’LEASABLE  MINERALS  -  Deposits  of  oil,  gas,  coal, 
potassium,  sodium,  phosphate,  oil  shale,  native  asphale,  solid  and  semisolid 
bitumen,  and  bituminous  rock  including  oil-impregnated  rock  or  sands  from 
which  oil  is  recoverable  only  by  special  treatment  after  the  deposit  is  mined 
or  quarries .The  so-called  ’’common  variety”  mineral  materials  and  petrified 
wood  on  the  public  land  may  be  acquired  under  the  Materials  Act,  as  amended. 

Page  G-8,  Locatable  Minerals,  delete  second  sentence  from  definition. 

Page  G-13,  after  the  definition  for  Rockshelter,  insert  ’’SALEABLE  MINERALS  - 
Minerals  such  as  common  varieties  of  sand,  stone,  gravel,  cinders,  pumice, 
pumicite  and  clay  that  may  be  acquired  under  the  Materials  Act  of  1947,  as 
amended. 


MAPS-ERRATA 

Map  3-1,  Grazing  Allotment  Boundaries,  South  Half,  Temblor-Caliente  Valley 
Management,  change  allotmaet  number  ”0017”  to  ”0107”. 
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CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 

Consultation  and  coordination  with  the  public  and  public  agencies  was  a 
planned  and  integral  part  of  the  development  of  the  management  alternatives 
analyzed  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

Following  is  a  summary  of  the  consultation,  coordination,  and  public 
participation  in  the  EIS  process: 

Plan  and  Program  Update  mailed  out  in  December,  1979  requesting  input  in 
issue  identification; 

Notice  of  Intent  to  begin  the  Coast/Valley  management  plan  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  December  3,  1979; 

Plan  and  Program  Update  mailed  out  in  June,  1980  requesting  information 
regarding  existing  resources; 

Preplanning  analysis  completed  with  a  Notice  of  Availability  (NOA)  of  the 
planning  criteria  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  November  17,  1982 
as  well  as  a  media  release  with  an  Amendment  to  that  Notice  published 
December  30,  1982. 

Oral  as  well  as  written  comments  received  throughout  the  planning  process  were 
used  in  the  final  development  of  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

These  comments  are  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  in  the  Caliente 
Resource  Area  Office,  Bakersfield  District. 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  was  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
and  a  NOA  was  published  on  June  8,  1984  in  the  Federal  Register.  BLM 
published  a  NOA  for  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  on  June  12,  1984  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

A  90-day  public  comment  period  followed  ending  September  6,  1984. 

Three  public  meetings  were  held  on  July  11-13,  1984  in  Santa  Barbara,  San 
Luis  Obispo,  and  Bakersfield  respectively. 
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LIST  OF  AGENCIES  AND  ORGANIZATIONS  TO  WHOM  COPIES 
OF  THE  RMP/EIS  WERE  SENT* 

In  addition  to  interested  individuals,  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  were 
requested  from  the  following  agencies  and  interest  groups. 

ELECTED  OFFICIALS 


Federal 


Alan  Cranston  -  Senator 
Bobbi  Fiedler  -  Representative 
Robert  Lagomarsino  -  Representative 
Leon  Panetta  -  Representative 
Charles  Pashayan  -  Representative 
William  Thomas  -  Representative 
Pete  Wilson  -  Senator 

State 


Jim  Costa  -  Assembly 
Ed  Davis  -  Senate 
Gary  Hart  -  Senate 
Bill  Jones  -  Assembly 
Kenneth  Maddy  -  Senate 
Tom  McClintock  -  Assembly 
Jack  O’Connell  -  Assembly 
Don  Rodgers  -  Assembly 
Eric  Seastrand  -  Assembly 
Walter  Stiern  -  Senate 
Rose  Vuich  -  Senate 
Norman  Waters  -  Assembly 
Cathie  Wright  -  Assembly 
Phil  Wyman  -  Assembly 


GOVERNMENT 


Federal 


National  Park  Service 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

U.S.  Forest  Service  -  Los  Padres* 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service* 

U.S.  Department  of  Energy  (Elk  Hills) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Air  Force 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Army 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Navy 


*means  copy  of  entire  document  otherwise  a  summary  of  the  complete  document 
was  sent 
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State 


Office  of  the  Governor* 

Office  of  Planning  and  Research* 

Air  Resources  Board 
California  Coastal  Commission 
California  Department  of  Conservation 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game* 
California  Department  of  Forestry 
California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
California  Department  of  Water  Resources 
California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology 
California  Division  of  Oil  and  Gas* 

California  Public  Utilities  Commission 
California  State  Historic  Preservation  Office* 
California  State  Lands  Commission* 

Native  American  Heritage  Commission* 

County 

Agencies: 

Agricultural  Advisor* 

Board  of  Supervisors* 

Department  of  Libraries* 

Planning  Departments* 

Counties : 

Kern 

Kings 

San  Luis  Obispo 
Santa  Barbara 
Tulare 
Ventura 


INTERESTED  GROUPS /ORGANIZATIONS 

All  Livestock  Operators  with  Allotments  Within  Planning  Area* 
American  Motorcycle  Association 
Atlantic  Richfield  Company* 

Bakersfield  District  Grazing  Advisory  Board* 

Bakersfield  Trailblazers 

California  Association  of  Four-Wheel  Drive  Clubs* 

California  Cattlemen's  Association* 

California  Federation  of  Mineralogical  Societies* 

California  Mining  Association* 

California  Native  Plant  Society* 

California  Wildlife  Federation 
California  Woolgrowers  Association 

Center  for  Urban  Affairs  and  Policy  Research,  Northwestern  University 
Chevron,  U.S.A.* 

Excel  Minerals 


INTERESTED  GROUPS /ORGANIZATIONS  (cont.) 


Gulf  Oil  Company 

Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  America* 
Independent  Oil  Producers*  Agency* 

Infotec  Development,  Inc. 

Minerals  Exploration  Coalition 
Mobil  Oil  Company 
National  Audubon  Society* 

Natural  History  Museum  of  Los  Angeles- 

Director  Curator  of  Vertebrate  Paleontology 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council* 

Phillips  Oil  Company* 

Santa  Fe  Energy 
Santa  Inez  Tribal  Council 
Santa  Rosa  Tribal  Council 
Selby  Group  Limited  Partnership 
Shell  Oil  Company* 

Sierra  Club 

Sohio  Petroleum  Company* 

Southern  California  Edison  Company* 

Sun  Oil  Company 
Tenneco  Oil  Company* 

Texaco  Oil  Company 

Union  Carbide  Exploration  Corporation 
Union  Oil  Company* 

Western  Mining  Council 
Western  Oil  and  Gas  Association* 
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INTRODUCTION  TO  RESPONSES 


letters  were  reviewed  to  determine  if  they  met  the  required  criteria  for 
response,  i.e.,  discussion  of  the  adequacy  of  the  DEIS.  Substantive  comments 
which  presented  new  data,  questioned  facts  and/or  analyses,  or  commented  on 
issues  bearing  directly  on  the  DEIS  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
alternatives  were  fully  evaluated  and  given  responses.  Changes  or  additions 
have  been  incorporated  into  this  final  statement. 

Comments  and  related  responses  are  identified  by  the  number  of  the  comment 
letter  and  the  number  of  the  comment  in  that  letter. 

A  total  of  24  interested  citizens,  federal  and  state  agencies,  and  private 
organizations  submitted  written  comments  on  the  DEIS  as  of  September  6,  1984. 
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THE  CALIFORNIA  NATIVE  RIANT  SOCIETY 


DEDICATED  TO  THE  PRESERVATION  OF  CALIFORNIA  NATIVE  FLORA 
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8?07  Casitaa  Road, 
Atascadero,  CA.  93422. 
21  Juna  1984. 


Robert  D.  Rheiner,  Jr., 
Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
520  Butte  Street, 
Bakersfield,  CA.  93305- 


Dear  Mr.  Rheiner, 


\E 


l:  :.  dipt,  i.vn.o'o^ 
yj  w\j  land  aaGi-Ai* 

-*A  NMor i  oLT',  CA».i F. 

CALIENTE 

\  ■->  .**  nfclA 

The  Conservation  Committee  of  the  San  Luis  Obispo\C<>unty  Ch: 
of  the  California  Native  Plant  Society  has  revi ewea^-tjia  .D, 
covering  the  Caliente  Resource  Management  Area,  particularly 
areas  most  important  to  us  in  San  Luis  Obispo  County. 


•_  'VI 


Regarding  the  Point  Sal  Management  Areai  We  recommend  that  it  be 
put  under  the  Class  la  Designation  with  no  mineral  development  or 
grazing  allowed  and  off-limits  to  ORV  activity  of  any  kind.  Point 
Sal  is  a  very  viable  piece  of  land, contains  little  in  the  way  of 
mineral  deposits.  There  are  sensitive  native  plants  in  the  vicinity. 


Regarding  the  Soda  Lake  Management  Area*  We  recommend  that  it  be 
put  under  the  Class  la  Designation  because  of  its  sensitivity  re¬ 
garding  the  native  flora  and  fauna.  It  should  definitely  be  closed 
_  to  all  forms  of  ORV  activity  or  hunting  or  mineral  development. 

This  designation  would  effectively  protect  the  rare  flora  and  fauna 
to  be  found  there,  and  create  a  safe  refuge  for  the  wintering 
Sandhill  Cranes. 


2-3 


2-4 


r  We  are  very  disappointed  that  the  Caliente  Mountain  WSA  ha3  been 
|_  excluded  from  further  consideration  by  BLM.  We  strongly  feel  that 
some  compromise  should  be  effected  because  of  the.  unusual  flora  and 
fauna  to  be  found  there.  It  it  also  unique  because  of  the  overlap 
of  the  Big  Basin  and  the  Pacific  Coast  types  of  vegetation,  not  to 
“mention  that  it  is  the  County's  highest  point.  Cannot  something  be 
done  here  to  preserve  at  least  part  of  the  summit  ridge  and  the 
_ southern  and  eastern  slopes  to  the  Cuyama  River?  We  would  like  to 
hear  from  you  regarding  this  issue.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


\/cci  Glenn  A.  Carpenter 


SJ^ic^rely  ;ySurs,  r 

E.  Craig  Cunningham,  for  the 
Conservation  Committee, 

SLO  County  Chapter  of  the  CNPS. 


_ 


■ 


Response  to  Letter  ho.  2 

Thi«  ms  taken  into  consideration  in  the  d*r*lopwit  of  the  Resource 

Management  plan. 

This  ms  taken  into  consideration  in  the  development  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plnn;  however,  hunting  in  rngulnted  end  controlled  by  the 
Californin  Department  of  Fish  and  Came  sine#  wildlife  species  are 

managed  by  the  State.  The  MIM  manages  the  habitat  and  the  activities 
affecting  it  e.g.,  OCRs  and  mineral  development. 

^Age  1—11  states  that  wilderness  will  he  addressed  under  separate 
cover  and  will  not  he  mentioned  further  in  this  Draft  RHP/EIS. 

As  stated  on  pege  1-11,  BUI  will  manage  the  Caliente  WSA  according  to 
interim  managament  guidelines  until  Cengrnss  makes  its  final 
wilderness  decisions. 

Th«  alternatives  for  the  Caliente  Mountain  area  (pages  2-12  to  2-17) 
represent  a  rang#  of  managament  prescriptions  from  resource 
protection  to  rusource  production.  For  example.  Alternative  II  (also 
the  Proposed  Action)  outlines  a  sarins  of  proposals  which  will  afford 
protection  of  soma  resources  and  at  tha  same  time  allow  production  of 
other  resources.  Off-road  vnhieln  travnl  will  be  limited  to  existing 
routes;  hoMver,  only  Mlk-in  access  is  proposed  for  the  general 
public  ia  the  Caliente  Range  (page  2-16).  The  RHP  should  afford 
adequate  protection  for  the  flora  and  fauna  through  tha  Standard 
Operating  Proceduras  for  Realty  on  pegas  2-2S  and  2-2*.  Leases, 

rights-of-My  will  be  considered  on  a  case-by-case  basis 
under  existing  requirements  for  envi roamentel  aaelysis  and  the 
policies  stated  under  G,  H,  and  I.  Paga  2-17,  has  a  "no 
construction"  proposal  oa  various  percant  slopes,  which  would  apply 
to  much  of  your  area  of  eoncera.  The  proposed  mulch  management 
grating  system  for  those  allotments  in  the  Caliente  Mountain  area 
will  stimulate  new  growth  on  perennial  vegetation  and  will  provide 
sufficient  ground  cover  for  annual  revegetatiom  and  soil  stability 
(paga  1-12). 
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San  Luis  Obispo  Chapter 
Box  784,  San  Luis  Obispo,  CA  93401 

THE  CALIFORNIA  NATIVE  PLANT  SOCIETY 

DEDICATED  TO  THE  PRESERVATION  OF  .  CALIFORNIA  NATIVE  FLORA 

21  June  84 


Robert  Rheiner,  Jr. 
Area  Manager-  BLM 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 


Greetings: 


S  3-1 


3-2 

3-3 


3-4 


We  would  like  to  comment  on  the  MA  for  Caliente  'It.  and  have  these  comments 
included  in  the  Hearing  Recort. 

r  We  feel  that  Caliente  Mt.  should  be  included  in  a  wilderness  area  of  19,000 
L  acres  when  all  court  activities  are  out  of  the  way.  CAV  use,  target  shooting,  and 
Q  other  uses  that  are  not  compatible  with  wilderness  use  should  be  prohibited  and 
“mining  claims  not  allowed  in  the  wilderness  area.  The  top  of  the  ridge  of  Caliente 
“  Mt.  5  years  ago  apperaed  to  be  overgrazed  and  the  stocking  should  be  reduced 
to  the  numbers  at  that  time.  We  feel  that  these  steps  will  protect  the  native 
vegetation  of  an  area  that  is  an  unique  blending  of  desert  and  coast  communities. 


Thank  you. 


Yours  truly. 


i im  Cask  in 

President,  San  Luis  Otispo  Chapter 


cc. Glenn  Caroenter^ 
Ed.  Hastey 


leapanaa  to  Latter  Mu.  3 


j 

II 


3-1  Sn  respoaae  to  CoaMiit  2-3 

3-2  See  reaponae  to  Caaaaaat  2-4 

3-3  Thar*  ara  no  mining  clalaw  preaently  recorded,  nor  haa  thara  ever 

baan  an jr  hiatorlcal  mining  lntaraat  In  the  Call ant a  Mountain  araa. 

The  gaol ogle  envi  ronaaat  of  tka  Callanta  Benge  la  vary  young  and  baa 
not  baan  subject  to  procaaaaa  which  produca  locatabla  ainaral 
dapoalta.  For  tbaaa  raaaoaa,  plua  tha  vary  poor  lagal  aecaaalblllty, 
mining  haa  not  baan  identified  by  tha  BMP/BIS  aa  a  conflict  la  thia 
araa. 

3-4  Tha  allotaanta  In  tha  Callanta  Mountain  araa  havw  baan  daalgnatad  aa 

I  Category  allotments  (paga  4-6).  For  Alternatives  I  through  III, 
thaaa  allotaanta  will  ba  aaaagad  for  mulch  (paga  2-12).  Managing  for 
mulch  will  aaaura  ovarutlllcatlon  of  tha  foraga  doe*  not  occur  which 
will.  In  turn,  protact  tha  watarabad  and  provlda  vegetation  cover  for 
wildlife. 


i 
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6391  E.  Printer  Udell 
Tucson,  AZ  85710 

July  5,  1984 
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Mr.  Glen  A.  Carpenter 
Caliente  Resource  Area  Manager 
520  Butte  St. 

Bakersfield,  CA  93305 

Dear  Mr.  Carpenter: 

Your  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area  proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  seems 
equitable  to  all  concerned.  I  note,  however,  that  in  your  Proposed 
Action,  3.  Minerals,  you  say  that  "-517,340  acres  will  remain  open  to 
mineral  location  and  disposal."  No  mention  is  made  of  leasable  minerals, 
although  all  four  of  the  alternatives  outlined  specifically  allow  for 
leasing.  Is  this  an  oversight?  if  it  is  not,  why  don't  you  plan  to 
allow  leasing? 


If  you  allow  mineral  leasing,  I  approve  of  your  Proposed  Action. 


JS :mek 


tasgonse  to  Letter  Bo.  4 


The  intention  of  the  Cumulative  Alternative  Sumer;  Table  (page  iv) 
m*  to  atrese  the  main  point*  of  the  plan,  leaving  out  the  details. 

At  the  bottom  of  page  iv  under  Alternative  II,  you  will  read  that 
Special  Category  Area*  will  be  Managed  to  exclude  mineral  leasing; 
thus,  you  are  told  where  leasing  will  be  precluded  rather  than  where 
it  will  be  allowed.  Table  2-1  gives  the  alternatives  for  each 
management  area.  Leasable  minerals  are  specifically  addressed  in 
each  alternative  for  each  managesMnt  area.  This  is  where  the  details 
of  the  KMP  are  included.  The  effects  of  the  alternatives  are 
estimated  in  Chapter  4.  Ton  will  find  that  mineral  leasing  is 
specifically  addressed  here  as  well.  As  you  can  see  mineral  leasing 
will  be  permitted  in  a»st  of  the  planning  area  in  all  five 
alternatives. 
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RANDALL  L.  ABBOTT 
PLANNING  DIRECTOR 

July  18,  1984 

— ^>Area  Manager 


1103  GOLDEN  STATE  AVENUE 
BAKERSFIELD,  CALIFORNIA  93301-2499 
TELEPHONE  (805)  861-2615 


FILE:  Agency 

US  Govt  -  BLM 
1984 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 


520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 


Re:  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area 
RMP  &  EIS 


Gentlemen: 

This  office  has  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  have  several  concerns  as 
Oo  follows: 

“l.  We  concur  that  site  specific  activity  plans  should  be  prepared  for  specific 
actions  following  approval  of  the  area  plan.  It  Is  Important  that  these 
•activity  plans*  address  site  specific  environmental  concerns  that  could 
not  be  discussed  in  the  broad-brush  approach  of  the  subject  EIR.  We  are 
especially  concerned  and  desirous  of  reviewing  separate  and  comprehensive 
NEPA  documents  for  action  undertaken  In  Kern  County. 

~  2.  It  Is  Important  that  final  action  on  sale,  disposition  or  trade  of  public 
land  In  Kern  County  not  be  finalized  until  the  local  general  plans  have 
been  amended  to  reflect  private  usage.  It  should  be  noted  to  future 
r  9  holders  of  land  to  be  disposed  by  BLM  that  local  general  plans  will  have  to 

W  be  amended  at  either  BLM  or  project  proponent's  request,  that  a  CEQA 

(California  Environmental  Quality  Act)  document  addressing  the  proposed  use 
will  have  to  be  completed,  and  that  there  will  be  no  guarantee  that  the 
uses  requested  will  be  approved  by  the  County. 

~  3.  While  we  agree  that  management  of  'scattered*  parcels  may  prove  difficult 
to  administer,  we  note  that  often  these  parcels  provide  visual  natural 
relief  to  the  tedium  of  surrounding  uses  and  that  these  parcels  provide 
■islands*  of  natural  habitat  for  wildlife  and  native  vegetation. 
Disposition  should  take  place  cautiously  In  consideration  of  these 
concerns. 

~  4.  What  specific  sites  has  the  BLM  identified  for  various  waste  disposal 
c  .  facll ties  (pp.  1-8,  Item  E.b.)?  What  *  Infrastructure*  requests  have  been 

made  by  local  agencies?  Again  we  note  that  disposal  of  BLM  holdings  must 
result  In  G.P.A.  and  approval  of  uses  proposed  through  local  regulations. 


The  text  should  Include  various  small  scale  maps  to  Illustrate  the  location 
of  allotments,  leases,  etc.,  discussed.  As  only  one  example,  pp.  3-33 
discusses  37  grazing  leases,  specifically  notes  that  prescribed  burns  will 
increase  forage  but  does  not  show  on  a  map  where  these  allotments  are 
located. 


6.  Maps  provided  with  the  draft  EIS 
“Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
yet  the  text  falls  to  adequately 
they  were  designated  as  such. 


Indicate  that  several  areas  are  within  an 
Concern*  or,  "Other  Special  Categories*; 
provide  information  as  to  specifically  why 


5-7 


7.  Map  2-1  falls  to  adequately  identify  “Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concerns."  It  Is  suggested  that  a  “zip"  pattern  by  employed  within  the 
areas  described. 


We  look  forward  to  review  of  the  site  specific  environmental  assessments. 
Should  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  call  Fred  Simon 
at  861-2387. 


Very  truly  yours. 


RANDALL  L.  ABBOTT 
ing  Director 


Dn 

Principal  Planner 


sdh 


BUREAU  OF  LAM  MAJUSDCMT 

July  18,  1984 
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5-3 


5-4 


00 

00 
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Response  to  Latter  Mo 
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Acknowledged,  roar  review  will  be  celled  upon. 

County  governments  will  be  notified  of  upcoming  exchanges  or  aales  at 
leaat  *0  days  in  advance  by  a  "Motice  of  Realty  Action**.  Thle  will 
allow  count iea  to  amend  their  plana  to  refleet  private  usage. 
Prospective  bidders  and  exchange  proponents  will  be  advised  to  check 
with  the  appropriate  county  government  for  any  applicable  regulations 
on  the  subject  parcel. 

Page  A-10  shows  the  criteria  used  in  the  initial  identification  of 
potential  parcels.  As  evidenced  throughout  the  document,  protection 
of  unique  and/or  sensitive  habitat  areas  has  been  emphasized.  This 
emphasis  will  not  be  precluded  in  the  review  process  for  the 
disposition  of  public  land  parcels. 

Mo  specific  sites  have  been  identified  by  BLM.  Specific  sites  are 
requested  by  the  applicant,  after  which  the  Bureau  either  approves  or 
rejects  the  site  based  on  established  environmental  and  legal 
considerations.  Mo  specific  infrastructure  requests  have  yet  been 
made,  but  if  and  when  they  occur,  one  of  the  Bureau's  goals,  as 
identified  on  pege  1-B,  is  to  respond  to  them.  Page  2-28  under 
Realty  clearly  states  that  consistency  with  county  plans  and  zoning 
will  be  maintained  for  all  realty  actions. 

Maps  depicting  allotments  and  other  necessary  information  are  located 
in  pocket  on  back  of  doctunent. 

P*R*  2-22  describes  the  rationale  for  designating  Areas  of  Critical 
Knvi ronmental  Concern  and  the  other  special  designation  areas.  The 
Glossary  also  describes  each  special  designation  and  the  criteria 
used  for  that  designation.  The  other  special  category  areas  also 
include  proposed  or  designated  critical  habitat  for  federally  listed 
endangered  species  (the  definition  of  which  is  located  on  page  C-4), 
habitat  which  is  vital  to  the  recovery  of  the  listed  species.  We 
felt  the  importance  of  the  critical  habitat  as  defined  in  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  was  adequate  justification  for  its  inclusion 
as  a  special  category  area. 

Tour  suggestion  is  appreciated  and  clearer  identification  will  be 
incorporated  on  maps  in  the  Record  of  Decision. 
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C.  J.  LOWERIfON,  JR. 

MANAGER 

OF 

MIGHT  OF  WAV  ANO  LAM  O 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Caliente  Resource  Area 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 


Dear  Mr.  Carpenter: 

SUBJECT:  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area 

Resource  Management  Plan  and 
00  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

VO 


Southern  California  Edison  Company  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  above  subject  Draft  RMP-EIS. 

Based  on  our  review  and  our  current  information,  we  have  the 
following  comments  and  recommendations  for  your  consideration. 

The  Southern  California  Edison  Company  and  the  Western  Utility 
Group  (WUG)  have  identified  the  existing  and  future  need  for 
planned  utility  corridors  that  will  meet  future  energy  demands  of 
the  eleven  Western  States  through  the  year  2020.  We  believe  that 
corridor  designation  is  an  important  and  critical  element  of  land 
use  planning  and  is  an  important  planning  tool  for  both  land  man¬ 
agers  and  the  utility  industry. 

Identification  and  designation  of  corridors  in  the  land  management 
planning  process  will  assure  maximum  public  participation  insuring 
that  all  resource  values  are  identified  and  considered  in  their 
selection.  Designated  corridors  should  be  of  sufficient  width  to 
provide  the  necessary  routing  flexibility  to  avoid  or  mitigate 
adverse  impacts  to  environmentally  sensitive  areas  located  within 
the  corridor. 
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While  Southern  California  Edison  Company  has  not  identified  any 
specific  corridor  requirement  that  would  affect  the  Coast/Valley 
Planning  Area,  we  do  recommend  that  corridors  be  designated  in  the 
locations  shown  by  the  WUG  study  to  be  included  in  all  land  use 
planning. 


Mr.  Glenn  Carpenter 


-2- 


July  11,  1984 


Thank  you  for  inviting  our  comments.  We  hope  you  will  give  them 
your  full  consideration  in  the  preparation  of  the  final  RMP.  If 
further  details  are  needed,  please  contact  Mr.  L.  R.  Salas  at 
(213)  491-2849. 


Very  truly  yours. 


946 
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Response  to  Letter  Mo.  6 


Da«  to  the  scattered  landownership  pattern,  diverse  topography,  and 
tho  uiiUtet  of  IT  and  K  species  habitat  In  the  present  areas  of 
interest,  no  corridors  (to  include  those  identified  by  the  VUG  study) 
»ere  identified  in  the  Coast/Talley  Planning  Area.  Rights-of-way 
hare  been  handled  on  a  case-by-case  basis  for  the  few  major  utility 
lines  that  exist  in  the  area.  Refer  to  page  2-29  (D). 
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Kings  County 

Regional  Planning  Agency 


MAILIMG  AOORESS:  •  ICINGS  COUNTY  GOVERNMENT  CENTER  •  HANFORD.  CA  EMJO 

OFFICES  AT:  ENGINEERING  iUILOING.  GOVERNMENT  CENTER.  HANFORO  (JM»  M3-3211.  EXT.  2S74 


CHARLES  GARDNER 
EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY 


LD 


Duly  18,  1984 


Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 

Dear  Area  Manager: 

The  Kings  County  Regional  Planning  Agency  has  appreciated  the  opportunity  to 
review  the  Draft  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  your  office  recently  published  and 
distributed. 

Review  of  the  Plan  and  discussions  with  project  team  leader  Wendy  Waiwood  have 
led  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  document's  recommended  course  of  action  as 
regards  future  decisionmaking  on  lands  under  BLM  jurisdiction  would  have  very 
little  effect  on  Kings  County.  Furthermore,  none  of  the  local  persons  and 
agencies  given  a  chance  to  respond  to  the  document  have  chosen  to  do  so. 

Therefore,  the  Kings  County  fteglonal  Planning  Agency  Commission  today  directed 
staff  to  inform  you  that  Kings  County  has  no  comment  on  the  Plan. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  document. 

Sincerely, 

KINGS  COUNTY  REGIONAL  PLANNING  AGENCY 
Charles  Gardner,  Executive  Secretary 


,  Planner 

Ad29 


MEMBER  AGENCIES:  CITIES  OF  HANFORD.  CORCORAN.  LEMOORE  AND  AVENAL.  COUNTY  OF  KINGS 


E«iPon«a  to  Letter  »o.  7 


Th»nk  you  for  your  reviww. 


#8 


CALIFORNIA  TRAPPERS  ASSOCIATION 

134  Harsin  Lane,  Santa  Maria,  CA  93455 


To :  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 


Subject:  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Inpact  Statement 
Coast/Valley  Planning  Area 


K3 


We  have  reviewed  the  subject  document  and,  in  general,  we  favor 
implementation  of  Alternative  II  with  modifications  to  ensure 
the  long  term  maintenance  of  furbearer  habitats. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  wildlife  elements  focus  on 
sensitive  species  and  those  of  "eooncmic  interest",  i.e.,  game 
animals.  Certainly  furbearers  are  of  economic  interest  yet  they  are 
totally  neglected  in  your  management  considerations.  During  the  last 
five  years  approximately  $2,000,000.00  worth  of  fur  was  harvested  in 
the  six  counties  included  in  the  planning  area.  Although  much  of  this 
fur  was  obviously  not  harvested  from  BLM  lands,  surely  a  significant 
portion  was  taken  there. 


We  suggest  that  you  modify  the  plan  to  address  the  inpacts  on  furbearers, 
particularly  gray  foxes  and  bobcats  since  they  are  dependent  on  brush 
lands  for  prey  species  and  escape  covers.  The  inpacts  on  these  fur¬ 
bearers  could  be  significant,  depending  on  the  alternative  selected, 
since  over  100,000  acres  of  the  management  area  have  been  classified 
as  shrub  dominant  plant  communities 


C-f  ctS*  ? 


/Gerald  Czam^ 

'  Representative 
San  Luis'  Obispo  C. 


T.  A. 


Easponaa  to  Latter  Mo.  8 


This  haa  bean  reviaad. 


K*f«r  to  the  Errata  •action  for  Chapter  4. 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
SOU.  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 
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Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
.  for  the  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area 

TO: 

Robert  I  D  Rheiner,  Jr. 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 


DATE:  August  10,1984 


We  have  reviewed  the  above  RMP  and  DEIS.  They  are  informative  and 

vO  complete.  At  this  time  we  have  no  comments. 

U> 


Sincerely, 


Herschel  Kimble 
District  Conservationist 


Beeponee  to  Latter  Wo.  9 


Thank  you  for  your  review. 
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Bakersfield,  CA  93305 


5831  Rosebud  Lane,  Unit  M-1 
Sacramento,  CA  95841 
(916)  338-4540 


August  27,  1984 


Subject:  Comments  re  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area 

The  California  Association  of  4  Wheel  Drive  Clubs,  Inc.  has  reviewed  the 
Draft  Coast/Valley  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  Our  comments  are  as  follows: 


vo 

-> 


10-1 


10-2 

10-3 


1.  We  support  Alternative  II  (Combined  Emphasis),  with  qualifications: 

A.  We  would  like  to  see  a  variance  on  50%  grade  restrictions, 
to  allow  construction  of  road  or  trail  access  to  Caliente 
Mountain  in  Management  Area  5. 

B.  Recreation  Use:  We  support  the  shooting  area,  but  an  alter¬ 
native  area  must  first  be  developed  before  closing  the  Poso 
Creek  area.  We  agree  that  an  alternative  would  increase  safety 

-  for  facility  users. 

P  2.  We  question  the  closure  of  230  acres  to  mineral  leasing,  and  the 
|_  closure  of  9730  acres  to  oil  and  gas  exploration/leasing. 

3.  We  agree  that  reduction  of  small  parcels  of  land  in  the  land 

tenure  adjustment  plan  element  will  increase  manageability  and  reduce 
costs. 


Sincerely, 

A-  ^ 


0 


■  'J+-' 


RF :  1 1 


Ronald  R.  Franceschi 
Administrator 


Response  to  Letter  We.  10 

10-1  Even  though  Alternative  II  Mould  preclude  road  access ,  Alternative 

III  would  not.  Therefore,  it  appears  that  you  would  be  in  support  of 
Alternative  III  for  this  action  only.  Under  this  alternative 
road/trail  access  could  be  developed  on  slopes  of  up  to  7 OX. 

10-2  The  situation  at  Poso  Creek  (not  a  designated  shooting  range)  has 
developed  due  to  the  excavation  of  dirt  banks  for  highway 
construction.  While  target  shooting  is  a  legitimate  use  of  public 
land,  a  large  scale  situation  that  becos»s  unsafe  and  unsanitary 
cannot  be  allowed  to  continue.  The  Bureau  can  accept  applications 
froai  private  clubs  or  organizations  for  new  shooting  areas  on 
suitable  Bureau  land.  We  acknowledge  the  need  for  a  local  outdoor 
facility  of  this  kind;  however,  up  until  now  we  have  not  received  any 
applications.  Alternative  sites  will  be  discussed  with  the  county 
and  interested  groups  who  could  apply  for  such  use.  The  Bureau 
itself  does  not  have  the  capability  to  build  and  siaintaln  a  shooting 
range . 

10-3  It  appears  that  the  230  acres  to  which  you  refer  are  those  mentioned 
on  page  xii  of  the  Cumulative  Impact  Summary  (Table  S-2),  since  this 
is  the  only  place  this  quantity  is  discussed.  The  statement 
specifies  that  the  230  acres  will  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  location, 
not  mineral  leasing.  This  a*ans  that  oil  and  gas  development  is  not 
precluded.  Only  those  minerals  considered  "locatable"  under  the 
General  Mining  Laws  are  affected  (see  Errata  for  Glossary).  In 
addition,  the  potential  for  locatable  minerals  in  these  areas  is 
extremely  low.  Tou  may  want  to  refer  to  page  4-64  of  Chapter  4, 
where  the  230  acres  withdrawal  is  discussed.  Refer  to  Errata  section 
for  Summary. 

The  9730  acres  you  questioned  as  being  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing 
and  exploration  is  not  correct.  Apparently  you  subtracted  3,020 
acres  under  Alternative  I¥  from  12,750  acres  closed  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing  under  Alternative  II  (page  iv).  This  is  incorrect  since 
Point  Sal  and  Soda  Lake  (3,020  acres)  are  not  closed  to  leasing  under 
Alternative  II.  The  12,750  acres  refer  to  Special  Category  Areas 
within  the  Temblor— Cal iente/Valley  Management  Area.  These  include 
the  Elkhorn  Plan  and  Goose  Lake  ACECs ,  two  Research  Natural  Areas, 
sosm  cultural  sites,  and  the  proposed/designated  critical  habitat  for 
the  Blunt-nosed  leopard  lizard.  These  concerns  are  addressed  on 
pages  2-22,  3-33  and  3-36.  Under  Alternative  III  oil  and  gas  is  not 
prohibited  in  these  areas. 

10—4  This  was  taken  into  consideration  in  the  development  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan. 


Sportsmen  6  Council  of  Central  Calif t 
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August  29.  1984 


CM.IK3MIA  WlL£»  in  P«D«MT1QM 

National  P«c«NAno»l 


Mr.  Robert  D.  Rhelner  Jr.,  District  Manager 
United  States  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
c/o  Area  Manager,  Glen  A.  Carpenter 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 


Gentlemen: 


After  reviewing  the  different  area  covered  in  the  Coast/Valley  Plan  and  Envi¬ 
ronmental  Impact  Statement,  we  have  the  following  comments  and  recommendations: 


COAST  AREA  1. 


VO 

Ul 


11-1 


11-2 


We  recommend  that  Alternative  II  be  adopted  on  this  area.  We  approve 
of  the  disposal  of  scattered  parcels  of  land  in  small  amounts  to 
governmental  agencies,  but  not  to  private  interest  to  expand  their 
land  holdings  for  commercial  purposes. 

We  recommend  the  850  pounds  of  residual  mulch  on  slopes  0  to  50% 
or  more  where  possible  to  prevent  soil  erosion,  and  the  deterioration 
of  the  public  lands.  We  are  for  good  management  procedures  which  will 
help  bring  good  soil  and  foraging  conditions  which  will  improve  our 
lands. 


MAN AG  EMENT  AREA  2  -  CUYAMA 


11-3 


11-4  \_ 
11-5 


We  feel  that  Alternative  II  is  the  best  alternative  to  manage  this 
area  in  order  to  do  the  proper  job  on  these  public  lands  now  and 
in  the  future.  We  feel  the  same  about  the  sale  of  public  lands  in 
the  areas  above. 

We  recommend  850  pounds  of  residual  mulch  when  ever  possible  or 
more  on  slopes  of  0  to  50%.  We  feel  that  the  leasing  of  oil  lands 
should  be  carried  out  under  the  present  permit  system,  and  all 
land  surfaces  be  restored  back  to  their  original  state  at  the  end  of 
the  lease  period;  also  that  the  bureau  not  sell  any  of  these  lands 
that  have  mineral  or  oil  resources  on  them  as  these  revenues  come 
back  to  the  state  and  county  governments  each  year. 

We  firmly  feel  that  all  ground  waters  in  or  on  any  of  these  public 
land'  should  be  protected  at  all  times  from  contamination  or 
polli tion. 


In  Unity  There  It  Strength  to  Better.  Propagate,  Conterve,  and  Harnett  Our  Fith,  Vildlifa,  and  Natural  Retourcet 


Mr.  Robert  D.  Rheiner 
Page  2 

August  29,  1984 


) 

MANAGEMENT  AREA  3  -  POINT  SAL 


11-7 


Under  this  area,  we  recommend  that  Alternative  II  be  used  to  manage 
this  area  as  we  feel  that  it  is  the  best  possible  balanced  alternative 
to  do  the  job.  We  strongly  feel  that  this  Coastal  area  needs  to  be 
protected  properly  and  managed  for  the  citizens  of  the  nation  so  it 
will  not  be  damaged  in  any  manner.  Coastal  Areas  like  this  are  rare, 
and  have  to  be  protected  and  cared  for,  so  that  their  recreational 
values  are  not  destroyed. 


MANAGEMENT  AREA  4  -  SODA  LAKE 


11-8 


11-9 


Under  this  area,  we  feel  that  Alternative  II  is  the  alternative  that 
we  recouanend  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  use  in  managing  these 
public  lands.  We  are  concerned  abouc  the  protection  of  the  wildlife 
in  this  area.  (Sandhill  Cranes,  and  the  various  raptors)  along  with 
some  water  fowl.  We  are  concerned  about  the  endangered  species  in  t  is 
region.  We  understand  that  there  is  a  move  to  mine  the  mineral  out  of 
the  lake  which  would  disturb  the  wildlife  and  birds  suring  the  year. 

We  hope  this  is  not  the  case! 


MANAGEMENT  AREA  5  -  TEMBLOR/CALIENTE/VALLEY 


11-10 

11-11 


11-12 


11-13 


In  this  area,  we  feel  that  Alternative  II  is  the  Alternative  that  the 
Bureau  should  manage  these  public  lands  under.  We  strongly  favor  pre¬ 
scribed  burning  of  brush  and  the  manipulation  of  the  lands  for  better 
grazing  for  both  livestock  and  wildlife. 

The  sale  of  scattered  public  lands  to  governmental  agencies  we  approve 
when  necessary,  but  we  oppose  the  sale  of  public  lands  to  private 
interests  to  add  to  their  commercial  holdings. 

We  recommend  the  residual  mulch  policy  as  pointed  in  Alternative  II 
from  500  pounds  mulich  to  800  pounds  of  mulich  according  to  the  slope 
of  the  land;  along  with  the  improvement  of  the  soils,  we  feel  that  muc 
can  be  done  in  the  way  of  improvement  of  the  ranges  by  the  development 
of  springs,  seeps,  and  wells  for  livestock  and  wildlife. 

We  feel  that  the  oil  leasing  in  this  area  has  to  be  done  under  a  permit 
and  regulations  which  will  not  destroy  or  deface  the  public  lands, 
along  with  protecting  the  wildlife,  endangered  species,  and  the  other 
natural  resources. 


11-14 

11-15 

v£> 

O' 

11-16 

11-17 

11-18 

11-19 

11-20 

11-21 

11-22 


Mr.  Robert  D.  Rheiner 
Page  3 

August  29,  1984 


Locatable  minerals  like  rock  and  gravel  have  to  be  taken  under 
permit  if  allowed  and  the  land  restored  back  to  its  original 
status.  We  feel  that  Geothermal  location  and  other  like  locations 
have  to  be  under  a  strict  permit  system  and  regulations.  These  lands 
are  not  to  be  sold,  but  kept  under  the  operations  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management. 

MANAGEMENT  AREA  6  -  VENTURA 


We  feel  that  Alternative  II  is  the  best  Alternative  to  manage  this 
area  and  get  the  best  results  for  the  citizens  of  the  nation,  and 
not  a  few  special  interest  groups.  According  to  the  B.L.M.  map, 
there  is  not  much  public  lands  in  this  management  area. 

In  this  area,  we  feel  that  the  sale  of  public  lands  should  be  held 
at  a  minimum  and  sold  only  to  governmental  agencies. 

CONCLUSION 


In  conclusion  of  our  review  and  recommendations,  we  would  like  to 
urge  the  continuation  of  the  cultural  and  paleontological  pro¬ 
tections  on  public  lands  which  are  being  managed  along  with  the 
other  resources  so  important  to  man. 

We  recommend  and  feel  that  there  is  a  great  ^.ced  for  more  emphasis 
to  be  placed  on  the  following  area  of  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
management  planning. 

1.  A  need  for  greater  wildlife  habitat  improvement  plan 
and  program. 


L 

[ 


2.  More  water  development  for  livestock  and  wildlife 
where  possible. 

3.  Planning  for  more  recreational  areas  for  the  communities 
as  the  population  increases. 


L 

[ 

[ 


4.  Provide  for  more  Shooting  Areas  for  the  different  communities. 

5.  Development  of  a  better  Public  Relations  and  Communication 
Plan. 

6.  Institute  a  program  to  enhance  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Lands  which  qualify  for  a  wilderness  and  wild  lands. 


Mr.  Robert  D.  Rheiner 
Page  4 

August  29,  1984 


With  the  millions  of  people  residing  in  this  state  and  more  coming  in 
every  day,  since  World  War  II,  we  have  to  see  that  our  public  lands  are 
managed  in  the  best  possible  manner  and  wisely.  Because  the  people  of  the 
state  and  nation  depend  on  two  agencies  to  manage  these  lands  with  most 
all  of  the  natural  resource  on  them.  We  are  referring  to  the  United  States 
Forest  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

We  feel  very  strongly  that  Our  Public  Land3  have  to  be  managed  for 
THE  COMMON  GOOD  OF  ALL  THE  PEOPLE  in  this  nation. 

Respectively  yours, 

• —  ^ \ 

Homer  Harrison,  Chairman 
Public  Lands  Committee 
1700  Los  Robles  Drive 
Bakersfield,  CA  93306 

HH:  se 

cc:  Cranston 
Wilson 
NWF 
Coelho 
Thomas 
Radom 


Response  to  Latter  No.  11 


11-1 

Most  of  the  scattered  parcels  proposed  to  be  disposed  of  are 
unsuitable  for  management  by  any  governmental  agency  because  they  are 
small,  surrounded  by  private  land  and  lack  legal  access  (see  Appendix 
5  for  criteria  used).  These  scattered  parcels  are  generally 
inaccessible  to  the  general  public  also,  without  access  permission 
from  adjacent  landowners.  Sales  to  the  private  sector  are  authorized 
by  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976.  Host  of  the 
saleable  parcels  are  expected  to  be  used  for  rural  homesites  or  as 
additions  to  adjacent  land  holdings. 

11-2 

The  AUMs  of  grazing  use  recommended  under  Alternative  II  for  grazing 
allotownts  in  the  management  area  would  result  in  approximately  500 
lbs.  mulch  on  0-50%  slopes  on  an  average  yeer,  which  is  the 
alternative  you  preferred.  Research  on  this  subject  indicates  this 
is  a  proper  mulch  level,  in  consideration  of  rainfall  and  slope,  to 
maintain  good  soil  and  foraging  conditions  on  California 

Mediterranean  Annual  Rangelands. 

These  allotments  were  rated  as  category  M  and  C  allotments  (page  A-3) 
since  they  are  relatively  small  in  size,  currently  have  satisfactory 
resource  conditions,  and/or  have  limited  resource  use  conflicts.  For 
these  reasons,  the  mulch  levels  on  these  allotments  will  not  be 
annually  monitored,  but  the  allotments  would  periodically  be 
inspected  in  the  future  to  ensure  that  the  satisfactory  resource 
conditions  were  maintained. 

11-3 

See  response  to  11-1. 

11-4 

See  response  to  11-2. 

11-5 

Although  oil  and  gas  leasing  is  a  discretionary  action,  the  Bureau 
must  abide  by  all  laws  and  regulations  which  guide  the  leasing 
program.  Generalized  leasing  requirements  are  given  on  page  2-26  and 
2-27  in  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures.  The  minerals  portion  of 
the  RHP  is  based  upon  these  procedures.  As  a  result,  reclamation  and 
mitigation  are  performed  throughout  lease  development  as  well  as  when 
the  lease  is  terminated.  Geothermal  potential  for  the  planning  area 
is  extremely  low;  however,  operations  are  regulated  by  a  system  which 
is  similar  to  that  for  oil  and  gas. 

The  Bureau  generally  avoids  splitting  the  surface  and  mineral 
estates;  however,  should  land  with  oil  and  gas  or  geothermal 
resources  be  sold,  the  mineral  rights  can  be  reserved  to  the  federal 
government.  This  practice  ensures  that  future  revenues  will  go  to 
the  states  and  the  federal  government. 

11-6 

Although  groundwaters  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  of 
California,  Bureau  policy  is  to  avoid  or  reduce  water  pollution  (as 
outlined  in  the  plan  on  page  2-30,  Soil.  Air  and  Water.  C  and  D) . 

11-7 

This  was  taken  into  consideration  in  the  development  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

11-8  This  was  taken  Into  consideration  in  the  development  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

ll-9  We  are  very  concerned  about  maintaining  the  aquatic  habitat  at  Soda 

Lake.  Mining  at  Soda  Lake  could  only  occur  under  the  Mineral  Leasing 
Act  and  is,  therefore,  subject  to  the  Bureau's  discretionary 
authority.  Our  preferred  alternative  (Alternative  II)  allows  for 
leasing,  conditioned  upon  the  restriction  that  the  surface  will  not 
be  occupied.  Refer  to  Errata  section  for  Chapter  2 

11-10  This  was  taken  into  consideration  in  the  development  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

11-11  See  response  to  11-1. 

11-12  This  was  taken  into  consideration  in  the  development  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

Each  of  the  alternatives  addressed  the  need  for  improved  water  supply 
and  distribution  in  the  management  area.  Future  additional  water 
developments  are  not  precluded  by  the  plan.  See  also,  Standard 
Operating  Procedures,  page  2-31. 

11-13  See  response  11-5. 

11-14  Common  varieties  of  rock  and  gravel  are  not  locatable  minerals  under 
the  General  Mining  Laws.  These  are  considered  saleable  minerals  (see 
Errata  for  Glossary)  subject  to  the  discretionary  authority  of  the 
authorized  officer  of  the  Bureau.  There  is  little,  if  any,  public 
demand  for  rock  or  gravel  on  public  land,  and  we  are  under  no 
obligation  to  fulfill  requests  which  are  not  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  public.  Should  such  a  sale  take  place,  a  reclamation  plan  will 
be  included  in  the  mineral  appraisal.  Environstental  considerations 
are  always  evaluated  as  described  in  the  Standard  Operating 
Procedures  on  page  2-17. 

See  response  to  11-5  also. 

11-15  See  response  to  11-1. 

11-16  As  addressed  in  Specific  Legislative  Mandates  and  Special 

Designations  (page  1-6)  and  in  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
under  Cultural  Resources  and  Paleontology  (pages  2-24  and  2-28, 
respectively),  both  resources  will  be  protected. 


11-17 


11-1* 

I 

11-19 

| 

11-20 

11-21 

UD 

00 

11-22 


Th«  concern  for  the  wildlife  resource  ia  shown  throughout  the 
document  by  Its  interrelationship  with  other  resources.  It  is 
acknowledged  that  opportunities  for  habitat  improvement  might  arise 
the  future.  The  formulation  criteria  for  the  development  of  the 
alternatives  (page  1-9)  reflect  the  concern  for  wildlife  habitat  and 
1-9  explains  its  incorporation  in  all  the  issues.  Page  1-10 
identifies  BLH's  desire  to  be  "consistent  with  state  and  local  plans 
other  agency  management  goals  and  objectives,  "...which  may  well 
include  future  wildlife  habitat  improvements.  BUI  dos  not  preclude 
any  future  developments  should  their  need  be  identified.  All  this  i 
in  addition  to  legislated  mandates  for  habitat  management. 

See  response  to  11-12. 

See  page  1-8  under  Recreation  Use. 

See  response  to  comamnt  10-2. 

The  Bureau  is  constantly  working  to  improve  it's  public  relations 
capabilities  through  aggressive  public  information  and  cooperative 
relations  programs.  Unfortunately,  the  BLH  is  not  able  to  provide 
individuals  notification  of  all  actions  and  must  rely  on  cooperation 
of  the  media  to  disseminate  much  of  its  information. 


See  response  to  c 


nts  2-3  and  2-4. 
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Kern  Audubon  Society 


P.O.  Box  3581  □  Bakersfield, 


August  30,  19©4 
Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
320  Butte  St. 

B  8kersfield,  CA  93305 


RE:  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  DEIS  for  the  Coast/ 
Valley  Planning  Area  in  the  Caliente  Resource  Area 


Dear  Sirs* 

We  would  like  to  coftpiiment  you  on  the  enormous  amount  of  information 
gathered  together  for  this  document  and  for  the  suggestions  you  made 
to  implement  a  good  plan.  Our  comments  and  questions  follow: 


12-1 

KD 

VsO 


~  1.  Starting  on  p.  ii  we  note  that  wildlife  wmsit't  listed  as  in 
issue  although  wildlife  is  mentioned  in  many  places  throughout  the 
rest  of  the  document.  We  think  grasing  isn't  the  only  thing  at  stake. 
We  request  that  wildlife  be  included  as  an  issue  and  that  each  alter¬ 
native  state  how  wildlife  would  be  affected  if  it  were  the  alternative 
selected  for  implementation. 


12-2 


"  2.  We  prefer  Alternative  1  over  the  other  three  alternatives. 

We  feel,  in  the  long  term,  that  both  grasing  of  domestic  animals  and 
protection  of  wildlife  will  be  better  off  with  the  restrictions  of 
-Alternative  1.  (We  do,  however,  have  suggestions  to  make.) 


3.  Most  of  the  "Standard  Operating  Procedures  which  relate  to  wildlife 
on  pages  2-2*  through  2-31  are  very  good. 


*.  We  approve  very  highly  the  "Special  Designation  Areas"  listed  on 
2-22,23.  We've  been  quite  concerned  about  the  well-being  of  many 
important  bird  and  animal  species  in  those  areas  such  as  the  Sand¬ 
hill  Crane,  California  Condor,  Brown  Pelican,  etc. 


12-3 


12-4 


5.  On  2-31  (Standard  Operating  Procedures  for  Wildlife)  we  suggest 
and  request  that  you  state  there  will  be  no  trapping  allowed  in  any 
endangered  species  habitat.  Since  the  most  seriously  endangerd  species 
is  the  California  Condor,  we  request  that  no  chemical  control  be 
permitted  either.  Would  thess  requests  be 
possible  to  grant  or  would  there  be  some 
acceptable  compromise  on  trapping  and/or 
poisoning? 

'6.  On  p.  3-32  (Management  Area  4:  Soda  Lake) 
you  should  add  atriplex  vallicola , which  is  a 
candidate  species  for  the  endangered  species  list 
Will  you  also  add  brine  shrimp? 


f7.  Would  it  be  possible  to  protect  Soda  Lake  immediately  (during 
12-5  or  1985)  from  grasing  tresspasses  by  fencing  the  western  boundard? 

TCould  it  be  closed  to  off-road  vehicle  use  right  away  and  withdrawn 
12-6  I  froij  an  mineral  entry? 


12-7 


“8.  Will  RLM  go  on  record  as  supporting  a  shooting  closure  for  all 
3000  acres  of  public  land  at  Soda  Lake?  (We’re  thinking  of  the  need 
for  strict  protection  of  the  sandhill  cranes,  the  various  birds  of 
_prey  and  the  California  Condor.) 


12-8 


9.  Will  you  include  the  "Cooperative  Management  Agreement  between 
JBLM  and  The  Nature  Conservancy"  in  the  final  document? 


12-9 


10.  Can  livestock  grasing  be  reduced  in  the  Temblor-Caliente 
National  Wildlife  Area  to  insure  forage  and  cover  for  wildlife 
throughout  the  year? 
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11.  W*  request  that  BDi  gp  on  record  as  stating  that  they  will  spend 
at  least  $10,000  to  $15,000  per  year  for  wildlife  habitat  improvement 
in  the  Temblor-Caliente  National  Wildlife  Areas.  Can  this  be  done? 


12.11  fl2.  Does  the  format  of  an  EIR  require-  a  plant  and  animal  and  bird 
j_species  listing?  We  think  these  listings  are  important. 

12-12  We  *Ieclu9St  that  the  Table  of  Contents  be  placed  just  after  the 

[_title  page  for  more  convenience. 

12-13  14  •  We  woul*  like  to  see  a  list  of  the  parties  who  receive  the  final 
Ldocument.  There  didn't  seem  to  be  such  a  list  in  the  draft  copy. 


12-14 


15,  We  would  like  to  see  words  such  as  "support  this",  "place 
emphasis  on",  "encoursge"  replaced  with  more  definite  term.  Can  you 
do  this? 


Thank  you  for  including  Kern  Audubon  in  your  planning.  We  wish 
you  well  in  drawing  up  a  final  document  which  will  give  the  best 
possible  protection  to  our  wildlife  and  the  general  health  of  our 
important  grasing  lands. 


j 


Respectfully  yours, 


Irene  Heath 
Conservation  Chair 
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Response  to  Letter  Mo.  12 

12-1  It  ia  agreed  that  grating  is  not  tha  only  resource  at  ataka.  Six 

issuas  were  identified,  of  which  livaatock  grazing  waa  ona.  Land  Use 
Issues  and  Goals  (page  1-4)  presents  tha  rationale  for  not 
considering  wildlife  as  an  issue.  Tha  document's  analysis  considers 
tha  affect  of  alternative  human  activities  on  wildlife.  However,  it 
must  be  noted  that  BLH  manages  the  habitat  while  wildlife  management 
is  the  responsibility  of  the  state.  Therefore,  wildlife  as  an  issue 
would  consider  actions  beyond  the  management  authority  of  BLH. 

Additionally,  laws,  regulations,  policy,  and  standard  operating 
procedures  remove  a  great  deal  of  management  discretion  while 
directing  the  protection  and/or  enhanceawnt  of  wildlife  and  its 
habitat. 

12-2  This  was  taken  into  consideration  in  the  development  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

12-3  It  appears  the  concern  here  deals  with  predator  control.  Trapping 
(See  Animal  Damage  Control,  page  2-24)  is  restricted  to  grazing 
allotments  where  damage  may  occur.  Ho  trapping  or  ADC  plans  have 
been  approved  on  public  land  to  date.  Should  control  on  public  land 
become  necessary,  alternative  ntethods  of  control  (such  as  aerial 
gunning  and  calling)  will  be  considered.  Chemical  pest  control  is 
mentioned  on  page  2-16  and  2-24. 

12-4  This  has  been  revised.  Refer  to  the  Errata  section  for  Chapter  3. 

Confirmation  of  the  brine  shrimp  as  a  new  genus  or  subgenus  is 
necessary  before  any  reference  to  it  would  be  appropriate  (50  CFR 
Part  424).  Sampling  for  identification  purposes  will  take  place  in 
the  near  future.  The  determination  of  its  eligibility  for  listing 
would  subsequently  be  made. 

12-5  Funding  for  the  purchase  of  4.75  miles  of  fence  materials  has  been 

allocated  for  this  fiscal  year.  Construction  of  this  fence  should  be 
done  during  fiscal  year  1985. 

12-6  On-the-ground  implementation  of  off-road  vehicle  designation  will  be 
done  on  a  priority  basis  upon  approval  of  the  RMP.  There  is  no 
indication  of  an  Immediate  need  for  closure  to  ORV  use. 

Although  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  does  have  authority  to 
designate  emergency  withdrawals,  the  Soda  Lake  Management  Area  would 
not  be  considered  for  such  an  action,  since  it  is  in  no  immediate 
danger.  Under  Alternative  I,  Soda  Lake  would  be  withdrawn  from  all 
forms  of  mineral  appropriation.  Alternative  II  is  preferred  because 
the  restrictions  imposed  would  be  as  effective  as  a  withdrawal  for 
ouil  and  gas,  without  permanently  precluding  development  of  the  oil 
and  gas  resources.  The  most  likely  type  of  development  is  drilling 
for  oil  and  gas.  The  effects  of  this  can  be  completely  deterred  by 


12-6  stipulating  that  there  will  be  no  occupation  of  the  surface 

(cont’d)  (Alternative  II).  Thus,  oil  and  gas  may  be  recovered  by  directional 
drilling  without  disturbing  the  wildlife  populations.  Seasonal 
restrictions  on  drilling  activity  may  also  be  used  to  abate  the 
effects  of  noise  and  dust.  The  lake  bed  contains  a  hardrock  leasable 
mineral  also:  glauber's  salt  or  sodium  sulphate.  The  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulation  (Alternative  II)  would  prevent  development  of 
this  resource,  therefore,  there  is  no  need  for  a  withdrawal.  The 
lake  would  not  remain  open  to  location  under  the  General  Mining  Laws; 
however,  no  locatable  minerals  occur  in  this  area.  Soda  Lake  has  not 
experienced  the  location  of  any  claisu  to  date. 

12-7  If  a  shooting  closure  was  established  for  Soda  Lake,  the  BLH  would 
fully  support  the  designation.  However,  this  is  entirely  the 
responsibility  of  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (CDFG) . 

12-8  The  Interim  Cooperative  Management  AgreeaMnt  (CMA)  with  the  Nature 
Conservancy  was  signed,  approved  and  will  go  into  effect  1  Oct. 

1984.  So  the  BLH  is  progressing  with  the  implementation  of  the 
Habitat  Hanageawnt  Plan  for  Soda  Lake.  We  will  not  be  including  the 
text  of  the  CMA  in  the  Record  of  Decision,  but  it  is  available  upon 
request. 

12-9  The  allotments  in  the  Temblor-Caliente  National  Cooperative  Land  and 
Wildlife  Manageskent  Area  have  been  designated  as  I  category 
allotments  (page  A-6).  For  Alternative  I  through  III,  these 
allotments  will  be  managed  for  mulch  (page  2-12).  Managing  for  mulch 
will  assure  overutilization  of  the  forage  does  not  occur  which  will, 
in  turn,  protect  the  watershed  and  provide  vegetation  cover  for 
wildlife. 

12-10  Since  needs  change  over  time,  a  specific  dollar  figure  cannot  be 
obligated  for  use  in  the  National  Cooperative  Land  and  Wildlife 
Management  Areas.  As  funding  and  the  work  force  permits,  the  BLH 
will  continue  to  Improve  habitat  conditions  for  all  species  of 
wildlife  throughout  the  entire  Caliente  Resource  Area.  With  past 
reduced  allocations  for  wildlife  habitat  management  throughout  the 
Bureau  it  has  been  necessary  to  adjust  accordingly  to  manage  for 
those  areas  most  crucial  for  maintenance  of  rare,  threatened  and 
endangered  species  habitat,  such  as  prescribed  burning,  spring 
developaients,  and  exclosures  will  continue  to  be  integral  parts  of 
our  Habitat  Management  Program.  Much  of  this  work  is  being 
accomplished  jointly  with  CDFG. 

12-11  Species  lists  are  available  to  the  general  public  through  our 

resource  area  office.  They  are  not  required  for  an  EIS  but  were 
extremely  valuable  in  the  development  of  this  planning  document. 

12-12  We  appreciate  your  suggestion.  The  format  for  the  Final  RMP/EIS  has 
been  changed  accordingly. 
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12-13 


12-14 


The  Final  HF/K1I  will  be  Ballad  to  thoae  who  participated  In  the  IIS 
proceaa  Including  tboan  who  consented  on  tha  tha  Draft  MP/IIS.  Tha 
Final  HP/IIS  will  alao  bn  available  for  revlaw  at  aeveral  BUI 
offlcaa,  public  llbrarlaa,  and  unlveral^y/college  llbrarlaa.  Thara 
la  no  foraat  requlreatent  for  Idantlf Icatlon  of  raclplanta  of  tha 
document . 

Tbaaa  general  term*  applied  In  Chapter  1  to  aat  tha  phlllaophlcal 
tone  for  tha  raBalndar  of  tha  planning  document.  Aa  tha  reader 
prograaaaa  Into  the  following  chaptera,  praclaa  and  definitive  tame 
are  Boat  frequently  applied  ao  that  apaciflc  objective*  under  each 
alternative  la  clear. 
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THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY 

FOUNDED  IN  1935 


August  30,  1984 


Mr.  Glenn  A.  Carpenter 
Caliente  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 

Dear  Mr.  Carpenter: 

We  are  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Coast/Valley 
Planning  Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement . 


Our  reading  of  the  proposed  plan  leads  us  to  believe  that  no  recommendations 
are  being  made  to  threaten  or  alter  the  protection  status  of  existing 
Wilderness  Study  Areas.  We  fully  support  BLM's  continued  adherence  to 
the  Interim  Management  Plan  in  management  of  the  Caliente  Wilderness  Study 
Area,  as  well  as  those  WSAs  currently  under  appeal,  until  such  time 
that  the  United  States  Congress  makes  a  wilderness  decision. 


Sincerely , 


Patricia  Hedge 

Regional  Director,  Cal ifornia-Nevada 


Jeri /Galbraith 

Administrative  Assistant,  Cal ifornia-Nevada 


-Pi 

SEPTF4 

F'o  U.S.  DEPT.  INTERIOR  col 
Ic5  BUREAU  LAND  MGMNT. 

BAKERSFIELD.  CALIF 
VjP  CALIENTE 

AREA  ,°V 


to  Utter  *c.  13 


Thank  you  for  your  c 


t. 
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GREGORY  C.  HILL 
Environmental  Affairs  Administrator 
(213)  689-2286 


SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA 


A 

gas 


COMPANY 


810  SOUTH  FLOWER  STREET  •  LOS  ANGELES.  CALIFORNIA  90017 


MAILING  ADDRESS:  BOX  3249  TERMINAL  ANNEX.  LOS  ANGELES.  CALIFORNIA  90051 


Mr.  Glenn  A.  Carpenter 
Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 


August  30, 


Re :  Draft  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area 

Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


14-1 


Dear  Mr.  Carpenter: 

We,  at  the  Southern  California  Gas  Company,  recognize  the 
necessity  for  a  comprehensive  resource  management  plan  for  all 
federally  administered  lands,  and  commend  you  on  the  extensive 
effort  put  forth  on  the  recent  Coast/Valley  plan.  It  is  with 
this  understanding  that  we  wish  to  identify  our  concerns  and 
insure  that  all  needs  are  adequately  addressed  in  the  final  document 

In  the  not  too  distant  past,  California  experienced  an  econo¬ 
mically  induced  natural  gas  shortage  and  consequently,  the  Southern 
California  Gas  Company  was  directed  to  search  for  alternate  means  to 
meet  our  future  energy  needs.  At  that  time,  the  most  viable  option 
was  to  import  liquefied  natural  gas  (LNG) .  The  plan  was  to  tanker 
LNG  to  a  coastal  terminal  facility  located  at  Point  Conception, 
California,  and  from  there  pipe  it  across  the  state  to  the  Community 
of  Gosford,  where  it  would  be  stored  or  disseminated  within  our 
existing  distribution  system  (see  enclosed  maps  for  proposed  pipe¬ 
line  route).  The  route  as  designed  would  require  a  r ight-of-v/ay  of 
approximately  100  feet  in  width  and  would  most  likely  pass  through 
a  few  areas  designated  in  the  DRMP/EIS  (i.e.  the  Cuyama  Valley  area) 

Legislative  and  economic  changes  have  made  the  proposed  LNG 
project  no  longer  attractive,  and  thus  no  further  progress  was  made 
in  its  development.  Although  todate  we  have  no  specific  plans  to 
reinstate  such  a  project,  we  have  formally  gone  on  record  in 
support  of  maintaining  this  option  in  the  likely  event  it  may  be 
needed  in  the  medium  to  long  range  future  California  energy  plan. 

Our  second  concern  deals  with  restrictions  on  slope  cons¬ 
truction.  We  feel  that  further  clarification  on  the  parameters 
that  define  a  slope  should  be  included  in  the  final  plan.  For 
instance,  it  is  not  clear  in  the  draft  plan  if  the  definition 
includes  the  regulation  of  construction  on  natural  (or  otherwise) 
curbs  which  have  steep  slopes  of  very  minimal  area  and  pose  no  real 
erosion  problems.  Also,  it  should  be  noted  that  construction  of 
various  projects  have  very  different  and  distinct  impacts,  and 


14-2 


Ltr.  to  G.  A.  Carpenter 
dated  August  30,  1984 
Page  two 


i 

therefore  should  be  considered  each  on  an  individual  basis.  For 
example,  given  the  fact  that  a  pipeline  may  be  needed  someday, 
our  experience  has  shown  that  ridge  routes  are  often  the  most 
environmentally  acceptable  for  pipeline  construction  in  rough 
terrain  that  is  susceptible  to  erosion,  and  that  access  roads 
to  these  sites  usually  are  not  essential  or  economically  advan¬ 
tageous.  We  agree  that  soil  erosion  is  an  important  issue.  It  is 
crucial  to  us  from  both  an  environmental,  and  a  pipeline  stability 
standpoint. 


14-3 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  assist  in  any  way  in  the 
development  of  a  complete  and  workable  resource  management  plan. 
If  you  have  any  questions  and/or  require  further  clarification 
of  our  concerns,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call. 

Thank  you. 


Finally,  we  would  encourage  you  to  incorporate  whenever 
possible  in  your  planning  process,  the  concept  of  utility  corri¬ 
dors.  A  good  resource  document  identifying  current  and  future 
utility  right-of-way  needs  is  the  "Western  Regional  Corridor 
Study"  completed  by  the  Western  Utility  Group,  a  copy  of  which, 
if  needed,  can  be  obtained  from  us  upon  request. 


GCH : asg 
Attachment 

cc:  (without  attachment) 


D. 

C. 

Anderson 

L. 

J. 

Fast 

C. 

L. 

Green 

K. 

C. 

McKinney 
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14-2 


14-3 
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* 


Kespcnse  to  Latter  Mo .  1» 


U»  tckaovlMlt*  the  possibility  of  a  major  utility  route  in  the  Cuyama 

hf,M  Policj  *nd  procedures 

wovld  b%  followed  in  this  tmt. 

Although  th*  term  "slope"  mi  not  defined  io  tb«  glossary,  it  is 
■•ant  to  be  an  inclined  area  of  land,  whether  small  or  larga  The 

«o«ld  technically  prohibit  any  constrnction  on  any 
point  of  land  with  a  natural  slop*  of  givan  percentage.  Fortunately 
in  natnrn,  where  small  areas  of  steep  slope  occur,  larger  areas  of 
lesser  slope  also  occur  which  are  more  suitable  for  construction. 

Me  also  reelite  that  construction  projects  may  have  differing  degrees 
of  Impact,  however  they  usually  all  involve  the  clearing  of 
vegetation.  *d>ich  is  the  most  important  factor  in  the  erosion  rate  of 
a  given  piece  of  land.  Alternative  IT  for  each  of  the  mas aagemnnt 
*r*M  **cnpt  Point  Sal  and  Soda  Lahe  states  that  potential  tracts 
from  proposed  usa  are  evaluated  on  a  case- by-case  basis  (see  Errata 
for  Chapter  2) . 

See  response  to  Comment  6-1. 


#15 


Will  1m  L.  Denneen 
1040  Clelo  Lane 
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pfo 


a  y. 


A  y 


OA&**  ^  -z/  . 


~e  ^7 

*46 


frumM  te  i^u+r  jfr,  i$ 

1S-1  Tha  Buraau  trill  mot  dltpoaa  of  uj  land  trithia  a  Wildarnasa  Study 
Araa.  Canarally,  only  ya  reala  that  ara  aaall,  iaolatad,  and 
nnaconaaiie  to  aua|a  trill  ha  diaposad  of. 
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ZPoti  (Dffiax  £«*  |6o,  C^xiotfO  ^\anJx,  Caftfoxnla  Q342D  Soy  4<fp- 3044 

'frU&vr  4,  1984 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  Calif.  93305 


Dear  Sir: 


Although  I  am  interested  in  all  the  BLM  lands,  I 
will  confine  ay  remarks  to  those  here  in  San  Luis 
Obispo  County,  where  I  am  fortunate  to  have  lived  for 
many  years. 

First,  I  will  address  the  plan  to  dispose  of  a 
great  amount  of  the  BLM  lands.  I  believe  I  am  entirely 
reasonable  in  Joining  with  a  large  percentage  of  the 
citizens  in  this  county  to  declare  that  none  of  the 
government  lands  should  be  disposed  of.  Exceptions 
might  take  place  in  cases  of  exchange,  or  disposal  of 
very  small  parcels  totaly  enclosed  within  a  single 
plot  of  privately  owned  land. 
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Secondly,  I  will  turn  to  the  Caliente  Mtn  Wilder¬ 
ness  Study  Area.  Although  BLM  manages  a  great  amount 
of  land  in  this  county,  the  Caliente  Mtn  parcel  is  the 
only  part  that  can  stand  up  to  the  rigid  qualifications 
spelled  out  in  the  Wilderness  Act.  It  does  that  in  a 
very  grand  manner.  Being  the  highest  part  of  this 
county,  it  offers  one  of  the  finest  views  to  be  en¬ 
joyed  anywhere  in  Southern  California — the  great  val¬ 
leys  with  the  Sierra  Jievada  Mountains  as  a  backdrop. 


16-3  r  The  BLM  lands  that  adjoin  the  USFS  Wilderness  Areas 
L  should  be  added  to  the  Wilderness  Areas. 

16-4  [~  Access  should  be  made  available  to  the  proposed 

Wilderness  Area  and  the  other  BLM  lands  in  the  vacinity. 


Withe  rapid  Influx  of  people  to  this  county,  the 
government  lands  are  each  year  becoming  more  valuable. 
Money  recieved  from  disposals  would  soon  be  gone  and 
we  would  have  nothing.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
people  living  here  in  the  generations  to  come  will  find 
good  recreational  use  for  a  great  amount  of  these  lands. 
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[, 


Livestock  grazing  and  hunting  should  be  allowed 
["Wilderness.  Prospecting  and  mining  should  be  permit 
[except  in  the  Wilderness. 


Very  truly  yours, 


'<%’  osSepJP84 


Response  to  Letter  Wo.  16 
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This  plsn  does  not  propose  disposal  of  great  amounts  of  public  land. 
Generally ,  only  parcels  that  are  smell,  isolated,  and  uneconomic  to 
manage  will  be  disposed  of.  Disposals  will  be  by  sale,  exchange,  or 
other  applicable  procedures. 

See  response  to  Comments  2-3  and  2-4. 

See  response  to  Comment  2-3. 

The  Bureau  currently  has  legal  access  to  the  Caliente  Mountain 
Wilderness  Study  Area.  Actual  physical  access  has  yet  to  be 
developed  into  this  area;  alternatives  for  the  type  of  physical 
access  to  be  developed  were  included  in  this  plan  (page  2-16). 

Access  to  other  BLM  land  is  already  available  in  the  area.  Many 
parcels  are  "land  locked"  by  private  land  and  permission  must  be 
obtained  from  affected  owners  before  crossing  to  public  land. 
Easements  are  only  developed  in  high  priority  situations. 

See  response  to  16-1.  Also  see  page  1-8  Recreation  Use  and  Special 
Land  and  Resource  Use  Needs  in  regards  to  emphasis  placed  on  the 
needs  of  the  public. 

Livestock  grazing  (Alternative  I-V,  pages  2-12  and  2-13)  and  hunting 
are  and  will  continue  to  be  allowed  in  the  Caliente  Mountains  WSA, 
regardless  of  any  future  designations. 

Prospecting  and  mining  in  Wilderness  and  Wilderness  Study  Areas  are 
under  the  purview  of  laws  and  regulations  existing  at  this  time 
(Wilderness  Act,  FLPMA,  43  CFR  3802  and  3809).  You  may  want  to  refer 
to  page  1-11  where  the  Wilderness  Program  is  briefly  discussed.  Most 
of  the  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area  remains  open  to  mineral  location 
under  the  proposed  action,  the  exceptions  being  Point  Sal  and  Soda 
Lake,  and  small  areas  containing  sensitive  cultural  resources  (about 
3,250  acres,  total;  refer  to  Errata  section  for  Summary). 
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Dear  Sir: 

SUBJECT:  COUNTY  OF  SAN  LUIS  OBISPO  RESPONSE  TO  DRAFT  COAST/YALLEY 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT 


San  Luis  Obispo  County  has  reviewed  the  Proposed  Resource  Management 
Plan  (RMP)  for  the  Coast/Yalley  Planning  Area  in  the  Callente 
Resource  Area  and  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for 
that  plan. 


On  August  28,  1984,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  took  the  following 
position  on  the  proposed  plan: 


The  focus  of  the  RMP  and  EIS  Is  regional  In  nature,  generally 
extending  from  the  central  valley  to  the  coast  and  incorporating 
five  counties.  The  proposed  RMP  contains  programs  and  measures  that 
are  too  general  In  nature  to  enable  our  county  to  adequately  respond 
to  specific  issues  in  various  locations  in  the  county*  This  lack  o 
specificity  results  In  an  Inability  to  consider  details  and  may 
underestimate  the  potential  Impacts  of  proposed  programs  In  San  Luis 
Obispo  County- 


Following  Is  a  summary  of  county  policies  and  programs  which  address 
the  six  (6)  Issues  discussed  in  the  RMP  and  EIS.  Our  response  Is 
intended  to  provide  constructive  Input  to  the  formation  of  a 
credible  environmental  Impact  statement  and  resource  management  plan 
that  adequately  addresses  local  concerns,  and  possible  Impacts, 
alternatives  and  mitigation  measures. 
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The  six  Issues  Identified  In  the  Coast  Valley/Draft  Resource  Management 
and  Environment  Impact  Statement  are  addressed  by  the  following  programs 
and  policies  In  the  Land  Use  Element  of  the  San  Luis  Obispo  County  General 

Plan. 

1.  Land  Tenure  Adjustment 

The  Coast/Valley  Resource  Management  Plan  states: 

There  Is  public  demand  In  the  planning  area  for  purchase,  acquisition 
through  exchange,  or  use  through  leasing  of  public  land.  Areas  having 
potential  for  these  or  other  actions  allowed  In  Section  302  of  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  must  be  Identified. 
Leases,  sales  and  exchanges  could  be  used  to  eliminate  scattered 
public  land  patterns  and/or  Improve  the  effectiveness  of  their 
administration. 

The  county  Land  Use  Element  states: 

Public  land  holdings,  Including  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 

parcels,  should  be  retained  In  public  ownership  where  designated  as 
Sensitive  Resource  Areas,  such  as  Cypress  Mountain,  or  If  they  contain 
existing  facilities  usable  for  public  service  and  recreational  uses. 
Lands  in  BLM  ownership  should  be  retained  and  administered  by  the 
federal  government  except  where  property  trades  are '  mutually 
beneficial  for  consolidating  both  public  and  private  land  holdings. 

2.  Livestock  Grazing 

The  Coast/Valley  Resource  Management  Plan  states: 

The  public,  other  governmental  agencies  and  special  interest  groups 
have  expressed  a  concern  that  cattle  grazing  is  adversely  impacting 
upland  game  habitat.  The  goal  Is  to  allocate  forage /cover  for 

livestock,  deer  and  upland  game  to  attain  optimum  production  levels 
within  constraints  of  sound  economics  while  minimizing  impacts  to 
water  quality,  watershed  and  aesthetic  values. 

The  county  Land  Use  Element  states: 

Areas  Identified  as  Rural  Lands  are  primarily  steeper  terrain  with 
dense  vegetation  or  rocky  outcrops.  These  areas  are  generally  in 
larger  ownership  and  represent  lands  used  for  grazing  and  as  watershed 
leading  to  the  Salinas  River  and  Paso  Robles  groundwater  basin.  Much 
of  this  land  is  owned  by  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM). 
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4.  Recreation  Use 
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The  Coast/Valley  Resource  Management  Plan  states: 

Various  areas  offer  unique  opportunities  for  the  development  of 
coordinated  recreational  programs  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  to 
prevent  duplication  of  effort  and  unwarranted  expenditure  of  tax 
dollars.  Recreational  utilization  Is  causing  conflicts  with  other 
resources  e.g.,  cultural  resources  protection  and  livestock  control. 
The  level  of  use  of  public  land  Is  placing  Increasing  demands  for 
visitor  services  and  facilities.  The  entire  recreation  program  must 
be  evaluated  to  ensure  that  It  responds  to  the  needs  of  the  public  and 
Is  consistent  with  state,  county,  local  and  other  federal  agency  plans 
and  commitments.  The  goal  Is  to  "provide  for  the  recreational  needs 
of  the  public  through  the  use  of  public  land  while  protecting  the 
land's  environmental  quality  and  taking  due  consideration  of  the  needs 
and  rights  of  adjacent  landowners. 

The  county  Land  Use  Element  states: 

The  Recreation  category  Is  applied  to  private  lands  along  Santa 
Margarita  Lake  Road  and  to  the  lands  leased  by  the  county  from  the 
U.S.  government  adjacent  to  Santa  Margarita  Lake.  Santa  Margarita 
Lake  is  a  recreational  resource,  but  is  presently  under-utilized. 
Recreation  facilities  that  will  allow  maximum  use  of  the  county  lease 
area  on  the  south  shore  of  the  lake  should  be  developed.  A  specific 
plan  should  be  prepared  to  determine  whether  intensification  of 

recreational  uses  is  feasible,  the  proper  administration  of 

recreational  activities,  and  where  those  uses  are  most  appropriately 
located. 

San  Andreas  Fault  Zone  (GS)  (SRA)  -  Identified  as  a  Special  Studies 
Zone  by  tEe  state  Geologi st  under  the  provisions  of  the  Public 
Resources  Code,  the  San  Andreas  fault  zone  traverses  the  east  county 
and  is  one  of  the  most  seismically  active  faults  in  North  America. 
The  fault  zone  is  also  important  from  a  botanical  and  geological 
standpoint.  The  area  near  Poso  Ortega  Lake  has  particular  interest, 
with  a  profusion  of  spring  wildflowers  and  other  plant  species  as  well 
as  several  narrow  endemics.  Because  of  the  scarcity  of  wetlands  in 
this  arid  part  of  the  county,  the  sag  ponds  along  the  fault  have 
special  ecological  significance.  The  geological  features  along  the 

fault  have  national  significance  due  to  the  extraordinary  preservation 
of  the  fault  trace  in  the  arid  climate.  Much  of  the  fault  zone 
already  has  been  given  agricultural  preserve  status.  Voluntary 

measures  should  be  taken  to  protect  geological  features  and  to  prevent 
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Inappropriate  use  of  Rural  Lands  can  lead  to  adverse  environmental 
impacts  from  loss  of  vegetative  cover  and  soil  erosion  that  impair  the 
watershed  capability.  Land  use  in  this  category  is  to  retain  a  low 
intensity  agricultural  character  (e.g.,  grazing),  with  all  development 
designed  to  minimize  impacts. 

3.  Minerals 


The  Coast/Valley  Resource  Management  Plan  states: 

Public  demand  for  saleable  minerals  (e.g.,  sand  and  gravel);  locatable 
minerals  (e.g.,  uranium,  gypsum  and  diatomaceous  earth);  and  leasable 
minerals  (e.g.,  oil  and  gas  and  geothermal)  is  great.  Numerous 
conflicts  (e.g.,  cultural,  wildlife,  federal  and  state  listed  rare, 
threatened,  or  endangered  species),  arise  from  the  sometimes  total 
commitment  to  the  mineral  resource.  The  goal  is  to:  Encourage 
economically  and  environmentally  sound  exploration  and  development  as 
a  means  of  contributing  to  the  Nation's  need  for  domestic  mineral 
resources. 


The  county  Land  Use  Element  states: 
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Santa  Margarita  Lake  Watershed  (SRA)  -  This  area  is  comprised  of  the 
public  and  private  lands  that  are  within  the  immediate  watershed  of 
the  lake.  While  the  county  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  public  lands 
(BLM),  every  effort  should  be  made  to  establish  a  working  arrangement 
between  the  county  and  the  federal  government  to  carefully  review  any 
development  proposals. 

Low-intensity  recreational  uses  would  be  appropriate,  but  these 
watershed  lands  should  not  be  used  for  resource  extraction  operations 
of  any  kind. 
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[ 


Limitation  on  Use  -  Soda  Lake.  Resource  extraction  and  new 
construction  is  not  permitted  within  the  Soda  Lake  SRA. 
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Klau  Mine  Botanical  Area  (SRA)  -  This  area  is  located  in  the  Santa 
Lucia  Range  near  Cypress  Rountain  Drive  and  Klau  Mine  Road. 
Arctostaphyl os  luciana,  a  rare  species  of  manzanita  restricted  to  this 
county  and  known  only  in  a  few  isolated  locations,  is  found  on  this 
site.  Streamside  flora  in  this  area  is  also  of  botanical  interest. 
Considerable  damage  to  the  species  has  occurred  from  mining  activity 
and  protection  should  be  provided  for  remaining  stands.  270  acres  is 
owned  by  the  BLM  and  should  be  retained  in  public  ownership  as  a 
natural  area  with  open  space  easements  acquired  on  privately-owned 
portions  of  the  site. 
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5.  Special  Land  Resource  Use  Needs 

The  Coast/Yalley  Resource  Management  plan  states: 

There  is  a  high  level  of  demand  for  community  and  Industrial 
expansion.  As  private  land  Is  developed,  greater  pressures  are 
exerted  on  public  land  for  support  facilities  and  recreational 
opportunities.  Other  special  needs  include  but  are  not  limited  to: 
both  solid  and  septic  waste  disposal  sites,  disposal  of  nonhazardous 
oilfield  waste,  and  fire  management  which  Includes  prescribed  burns, 
as  identified  by  the  public  through  county  plans  and  by  other 
agencies.  Additional  infrastructure  development  needs,  such  as: 
powerline  rights-of-way,  parks  and  public  buildings,  and  building 
material  sources,  associated  with  community  development. 

The  goal  is  to: 

a.  Respond  to  local  government  infrastructural  requests  for  public 

land  and  resources  for  community  expansion  needs.  Due 

consideration  will  be  given  to  environmental  and  resource  values 
of  public  land. 

b.  Provide  potential  sites  for  both  solid  and  septic  waste  as  well 
as  nonhazardous  oilfield  waste. 

c.  Plan  for  prescribed  burns  to  reduce  potential  combustible  fuel 
levels  to  prevent  uncontrolled  wildfires,  resulting  in  watershed 
degradation. 

The  county  Land  Use  Element  states: 

Adjacent  to  the  site  of  the  proposed  Jack  Creek  Reservoir,  two  parcels 
of  federal  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  property  of  25  and  230 
acres  are  designated  Open  Space.  The  parcels  are  on  a  ridge  directly 
south  of  the  reservoir  site  shown  on  the  combining  designations  map. 
If  and  when  the  reservoir  is  constructed,  the  county  should  seek 
access  agreements  with  BLM  and  consider  inter-agency  purchase  to 
provide  the  desired  level  of  improvement  for  non-intensive 
recreational  activities. 

6.  Water  Quality  and  Watershed  Protection 


The  Coast/Valley  Resource  Management  Plan  states: 
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destruction  of  natural  vegetation  along  the  fault  zone.  The  dry  beds 
of  the  intermittent  sag  ponds  have  been  cultivated  in  the  past,  and 
some  of  these  small  depressions  should  be  set  aside  as  natural  areas. 

Caliente  National  Cooperative  Land  and  Wildlife  Management  Area  (SRA) 

The  existing  preserve  Includes  58,000  acres  of  Bureau  oT  Land 

Management  property. 

In  addition  to  the  rather  unique  natural  values,  this  area  is  either 
partially  or  entirely  within  the  general  range  of  the  California 
Condor  and  Blunt  Nosed  Leopard  Lizard,  both  of  which  are  listed  as 
endangered  species,  and  the  San  Joaquin  Kit  Fox,  listed  as  rare 
species.  The  county  should  work  with  property  owners  and  affected 
state  and  federal  agencies  to  prohibit  recreational  off-road  vehicles 
In  the  Caliente  National  Cooperative  4  Wildlife  Management  Area, 
except  on  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands  specifically  designated  for 
off-road  vehicles  (ORV)  use.  Earth  berms  or  other  similar  barriers  in 
conjunction  with  drainage  ditches  should  be  placed  adjacent  to  public 
roads  to  restrict  access  by  ORV's. 

Soda  Lake  (SRA)  -  This  large  ephemeral  alkaline  lake  is  one  of  the 
county's  most  unusual  ecological  areas.  Filled  with  water  in  winter 
and  spring,  the  lake  serves  as  a  key  wintering  area  for  sandhill 
cranes.  The  surrounding  area  is  included  in  the  general  range  of 
endangered  wildlife  species,  the  San  Joaquin  Kit  Fox  and  Blunt  Nosed 
Leopard  Lizard.  The  alkaline  conditions  in  the  area  support  one  of 
the  most  highly-localized  plant  species  in  the  world,  alkaline 
peppergrass  (Lepidium  jaredii).  The  lake  covers  about  13,000  acres, 
with  the  central  portion  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
and  the  fringes  in  private  ownership.  Soda  Lake  should  receive 
designation  as  a  natural  area  along  with  appropriate  protection.  The 
county  should  work  with  property  owners  to  initiate  a  program  to 
restrict  recreational  off-road  vehicles  from  the  Soda  Lake  area  by 
signing  and  physical  barriers. 

Temblor  Range  (SRA)  -  The  Temblor  Range  is  the  easternmost  mountain 
range!  in  the  county,  bordered  on  the  west  by  the  San  Andreas  Fault. 
The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  conducting  a  wilderness  review  of  the 
federal  lands  which  are  designated  as  a  Sensitive  Resource  Area.  BLM 
will  recommend  to  Congress  whether  or  not  the  area  should  be 
designated  a  wilderness  area  after  studying  it  in  relation  to  the 
Wilderness  Act  of  1964  and  public  opinion.  Development  should  only  be 
permitted  in  accordance  with  BLM  standards  authorized  by  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976. 
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Studies  Indicate  that  vegetative  removal  by  a  variety  of  resource  uses 
e.g.,  grazing,  vegetation  manipulation,  mining  activities,  road 
construction,  recreational  activity,  etc..  Is  contributing  to  water 
quality  and  watershed  degradation  which  In  turn  affects  the  quality  of 
the  fisheries  and  aquatic  habitats,  etc.  Sedimentation  and  non-point 
source  pollution  have  been  Identified  as  significant  problems  by 
county  and  federal  agencies,  and  local  residents. 

The  goal  Is  to: 

a.  Manage  resource  utilization  activities  to  levels  approaching 
public  demands  and  avoid  critical  watershed  areas  and  water 
quality  deterioration. 

b.  Maintain  a  viable  fisheries  population  and  minimize  Impacts  to 
aquatic  flora  and  fauna. 

The  county  Land  Use  Element  states: 

Areas  designated  as  Rural  Lands  are  generally  large  ownerships  used 
for  grazing,  and  watershed  leading  to  Santa  Margarita  Lake  and  the 
Salinas  River.  There  are  many  Bureau  of  Land  Management  parcels 
scattered  throughout  the  Rural  Lands  category  In  the  county. 

Inappropriate  use  of  Rural  Lands  can  lead  to  adverse  environmental 
impacts  due  to  a  loss  of  vegetative  cover  and  soil  erosion  that 
Impairs  the  watershed  capability  of  the  land.  Much  of  the  area  is 
high  fire  hazard  area  and  the  introduction  of  more  people  Into  these 
remote  areas  only  serves  to  increase  the  potential  hazards  for  both 
the  Rural  Lands  and  the  neighboring  Agriculture  lands.  The  county 
should  work  with  affected  state  and  federal  agencies  to  prepare  a 
resource  protection  plan  for  the  Santa  Margarita  Lake  Watershed  area. 

We  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  RMP  and  EIS.  We 
strongly  urge  that  you  give  In-depth  consideration  and  specific  attention 
to  our  comments  as  you  develop  the  final  management  plan  and  environmental 
impact  statement. 

Respectfully,  submitted. 


JERRY  DI^FENDERFER,  CHAIRMAN 
Board  of  Supervisors 


JD/bkm 


Response  to  Letter  Mo.  17 


17-1 

17-2 

17-3 

17-4 

17-5 

17-6 

17-7 


17-8 

17-9 


As  addressed  on  p«K*  1-11  under  Implementation ,  site  specific 
comprehensive  activity  plans  and  environmental  analyses  will  be 
developed  following  approval  of  this  plan.  For  those  comprehensive 
plans  within  the  county,  your  review  will  be  requested. 

The  parcels  that  are  planned  for  disposal  are  generally  difficult  to 
manage  for  public  service  and  recreational  uses  because  of  their 
small  size,  surrounding  private  lands,  and  lack  of  legal  access. 

Also,  they  are  not  environmentally  sensitive  (see  Appendix  5).  Land 
exchanges  are  a  type  of  disposal  action  for  consolidating  holdings, 
and  may  be  initiated  in  the  future. 

A  development  proposed  on  Bureau  land  must  undergo  an  environmental 
analysis  in  which  impacts  to  the  soil  resource,  water  quality,  and 
erosion  potential,  among  other  things  are  considered.  We  are  aware 
of  the  county’s  concern  for  these  issues  and  will  address  them  in  our 
environmental  analyses. 

See  response  to  17-1. 

Mineral  resource  development  can  be  performed,  in  many  cases,  without 
adverse  environaiental  effect.  The  regulations  pertaining  to  both 
hardrock  and  fluid  mineral  development  provide  ample  opportunity  to 
assess  and  mitigate  environmental  impacts.  These  are  briefly 
described  in  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures  on  pages  2-26  and 
2-27.  Supplementing  these  are  watershed  and  slope  restrictions 
expressed  under  the  Water  Quality  and  Watershed  Protection  issue  in 
the  Coast  MA  (page  2-5). 

Alternatives  I  and  II  for  the  Soda  Lake  MA  preclude  surface  mining 
leasable  and  surface  development  associated  with  oil  and  gas 
operations.  These  alternatives  are  consistent  with  the  San  Luis 
Obispo  County  Land  Use  Element. 

Standard  operating  procedures  (page  2-31)  identify  procedures  for 
coordination  with  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  when 
proposed  activities  involve  state  listed  species.  Coordination 
between  San  Luis  Obispo  County  and  BLM  in  a  similar  manner  is 
welcomed.  A  cooperative  agreement  with  the  county  under  the 
authority  of  the  Surface  Mining  and  Reclamation  Act  (SMARA)  is 
identified  in  Alternatives  II  and  III  and  would  ensure  consideration 
of  the  County’s  concerns  in  the  Klau  Mine  area.  This  is  consistent 
with  the  plan's  mineral  goal  (page  1-7).  Also,  the  BLM' s  43  CFR  Part 
3809  provides  for  county  coordination  and  plan  approval. 

The  Bureau  is  willing  to  work  with  the  county  on  development  plans 
for  recreational  opportunities  on  parcels  of  public  land. 

The  San  Andreas  Fault  Scarp  has  been  Identified  as  part  of  the 
Special  Category  Areas.  These  areas  are  proposed  to  receive  special 
management  attention  in  order  to  preserve  their  sensitive  resource 
values  under  Alternatives  I,  II,  and  III.  Refer  to  page  2-22. 
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17-10  Saa  Altarnativa  II.  PM*  2-l»  for  propoead  OIV  daalgnatloa. 

17.11  Soda  Uk*  la  propoaad  aa  an  Araa  of  Critical  Inrlronwantal  Concara 

(71CEC).  Off-road  vahlclaa  would  ba  aicludad  frow  tha  lakabad  itaalf. 
but  not  on  tha  axlatlng  routaa  of  traval  alaawhara  in  tha  waaagawant 
araa  nndar  tha  prafarrad  Altarnatlva  II.  Tha  Buraau  la  wIIUm  to 
eooparata  with  a  algnlng  and  vahicla  raatrlction  on  tha  lakabad  nndar 
Altarnatlva  II. 

17-12  Saa  raaponaa  to  CoaaMnta  2-3  and  2-4. 

17-13  Local  govarnwantal  antltlaa  can  apply  for  a  right-of-way  acroaa 

public  land  for  public  accaaa  purpoaaa,  if  and  whan  tha  naad  ariaaa. 
Cooparativa  wanagawant  agraaaanta  way  ba  davalopad  for  parcala  or 
tranafar  of  tltla  to  tha  county  for  racraatlonal  land  way  ba  poaalbla 
undar  tha  Kacraatlon  and  Public  Purpoaaa  Act  of  1954. 

17_14  g  county  -  BLH  cooparativa  plan  for  tha  Santa  Margarita  Laka 

Vatarahad  Araa  way  ba  a  poaalbllity  in  tha  futura  if  thara  la  wutual 
agraawant  ragardlng  tha  nacaaalty  of  tha  plan. 
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Western  Oil  and  Gas  Association 

727  West  Seventh  Street.  Los  Angeles.  Calitornia  90017 
(213)  627-4866 


September  4,  1984 


Mr.  Glen  Carpenter 
Caliente  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  California  93305 

Subject:  Western  Oil  and  Gas  Association  Comments  on 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Mangement's  Coast/Valley 
Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 

Dear  Mr.  Carpenter: 

The  Western  Oil  and  Gas  Association  (WOGA)  is  a  trade  association  whose 
members  conduct  the  majority  of  producing,  refining,  transporting,  and 
marketing  of  petroleum  products  in  the  Western  United  States.  Since  many 
of  our  members  hold  oil  and  gas  leases  on  Federal  lands  and  will  be  affected 
by  the  adoption  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Coast/Valley  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  (the  Plan),  we  submit  the  following  comments. 

WOGA  acknowledges  its  support  of  the  general  concept  of  multi-use 
management  of  land  and  supports  the  conservation  and  protection  of  the 
Special  Category  Areas  designated  in  the  Plan.  However,  WOGA  believes 
that  existing  regulations  already  provide  for  the  conservation  and  protection 
of  these  Special  Category  Areas.  The  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  No.  1  (CFR 
Part  3160)  is  an  example  of  an  existing  regulation  that  protects 
environmental  concerns  while  permitting  oil  and  gas  resource  development  in 
Special  Category  Areas. 

In  reviewing  the  Plan,  we  have  considered  all  the  proposed  alternatives.  We 
recommend  that  your  agency  adopt  Alternative  in  (Emphasize  Production)  as 
the  proposed  action  for  managing  oil  development  and  gas  resources  inasmuch 
as  it  aUows  for  the  potential  exploration  and  development  of  oil  and  gas 
resources  in  Special  Category  Areas  while  still  containing  provisions  to 
impose  special  stipulations  (if  necessary)  in  order  to  protect  the  environment. 
Furthermore,  we  believe  that  advancements  in  technology  will  enhance  our 
ability  to  explore  and  develop  oil  and  gas  resources,  without  compromising 
_  the  other  resources  within  these  areas. 

Although  WOGA  understands  that  the  scope  of  the  Plan  makes  it  difficult  to 
include  detailed  information  on  each  Special  Category  Area,  we  feel  it  is 
important  that  more  information  be  included.  An  example  of  the  detailed 


Glen  Carpenter,  BLM 
September  4,  1984 
Page  Two 


information  desired  would  be  a  specific  geographical  listing  that  includes  a 
summarization  of  the  rationale  and  justification  for  each  Special  Category 
Area  and  a  proper  description  of  the  area. 

WOGA  appreciates  the  consideration  of  these  comments  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  in  preparing  its  final  draft  of  the  Plan.  WOGA  and  its 
members  wish  to  continue  working  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to 
effectively  manage  and  protect  environmental  concerns  on  Federal  lands 
while  developing  critically  important  energy  sources. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Robert  Harrison 
Assistant  General  Manager 


& 
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Eaaponaa  to  Lattar  Mo.  18 


1«-1 

1S-2 


Thla  was  takan  into  conaldaratlon  in  tha  daralopaaat  of  tho 
Eaaoarea  Hanaganant  Plan. 

Soo  raaponaa  to  Coomnt  5-6.  Clarification  aa  to  tha  location 
•rill  ba  includad  in  tha  Bacord  of  Daclalon. 
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SAN  LUIS  OBISPO  CHAPTER 

BOX  784,  SAN  LUIS  OBISPO,  CA  93401 


THE  CALIFORNIA  NATIVE  PLANT  SOCIETY 


DEDICATED  TO  THE  PRESERVATION  OF  CALIFORNIA  NATIVE  FLORA 


Caliente  Area  Manager,  BLM 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 


3  Sept.  84 

Caliente  Mountain  Wilderness 
Point  Sal 


19-1 


19-2 

I — 1 
I-1 
4>- 


Greetings: 

We  wish  to  support  the  preservation  oi"  these  two  areas.  The  19,000  acres  Caliente 
Mt.  should  be  a  wilderness.  Having  been  there  &  seen  the  area,  we  feel  that  this 
area  merits  being  designated  as  a  wilderness;  in  fact,  a  wilderness  is  the  best  and 
highest  use  for  the  area.  The  "improvements"  we  saw  during  our  visit  have  ,  in  most 
cases,  resulted  in  environmental  loss  of  values  that  are  not  found  elsewhere. 

We  also  feel  that  the  BLM  lands  at  Point  Sal  should  be  preserved  because  of  the 
unique  plant  and  animal  life. It  could  be  added  to  the  county  park  lands  or  something  of 
that  nail  re.  Consideration  of  the  valuable  assets  of  these  lands,  both  Caliente  Mt.  and 
Pt.  Sal  as  recreational  lands  should  indicate  their  best  and  highest  use. 

Thank  you  for  letting  us  add  to  the  comments  on  these  lands. 


cc  Senator  Pete  Wilson 
Senator  Alan  Crarston 
Director  Ed  Hastey 
Sec  of  Interior  Clark 


Yours  truly. 


Tim  Gaskin,  President,  San  Luis  Obispo  Chapter 
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BAKERSFIELD,  CAUF  C 
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area 
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Kesnonsa  to  Letter  Mo.  19 
See  response  to  Comment  2-3. 

The  proposed  designation  of  Point  Sal  as  an  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (page  2-10)  will  promote  the  protection  of 
the  unique/sensitive  resources  (see  pace  2-22).  In  addition, 
under  Alternative  II,  Point  Sal  will  be  segregated  from  operation 
of  the  mining  lews  (refer  to  Errete  section  for  Chapter  3). 
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Ijohn  R.  Swanson 
P.  O.  Box  922 
Berkeley,  CA  94701 
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20-1  Sea  raaponaa  to  Ca«Mnt  2-3. 

20-2  V*  hava  conaidarad  not  dlapoalng  of  any  public  land  under  Alternative 
I  and  IT  in  the  draft  plan.  See  reaponaea  to  Coamenta  5-3  and  16-1. 
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Mrs.  Kathleen  Goddard  Jones 
2860  Halcyon  Road 
Arroyo  Grande,  CA.  93420 

August  31,  1904  r..  MOUNTAIN 

SODA  LAKE  (Carrizo  Plain) 
POINT  SAL 


Area  Manager,  Glenn  A.  Carpenter,  Caliente  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA.  93305 


Dear  Mr.  Carpenter: 

Before  me  I  have  your  release  of  May  1984,  Summary  Coast A'allev  Planning  Area. 
Resource  Management  Plan  end  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  My  response  to  you  today 
is  very  tardy  because  in  May  my  right  hip  was  broken  -  and  all  ay  correspondence  and 
desk  work  came  to  a  standstill.  I  am  still  on  crutches;  and  sorting  out  on  my  full 
desk  what  needs  doing  aeems  to  be  going  slower  than  I  anticipated.  I  spologize  end 
trust  this  will  make  your  deadline  for  public  comment. 

Also  before  me  I  have  the  two  topo  maps  covering  Caliente  Mtn.  and  Soda  Lake, 
end  the  larger  7.5  quad.  Painted  Rock,  covering  most  of  Soda  Lake  (Carrizo  Plain). 

Too,  I  have  the  topo  map  covering  Pt.  Sal.  I  know  these  areas,  having  lived  in  San 
Luis  Obispo  County  since  1956.  In  particular,  I  know  Pt.  Sal,  to  which  I  have  con¬ 
ducted  hikes  end  overnight  outings  both  down  the  beach  from  Mussel  Rock  area  and  over 
the  top  via  Pt.  Sal  Ridge.  .  .for  the  Santa  Lucia  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  and  the 
San  Luis  Obispo  County  Chapter  of  the  California  Native  Plant  Society. 
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My  comments  on  your  BLM  land  use  plans  follow: 

1.  In  the  first  place,  at  this  point  in  history  in  the  United  States,  and  in  Calif¬ 
ornia  particularly,  government  entities  should  not  be  promoting  disposal  of  lands 
they  manage.  The  pressures  for  serious  study  of  areas  rich  in  natural  diversity  and 
pressures  for  ever-expanding  recreation  needs  point  to  holding  all  government-cxned 
land  for  decisions  and  alterations  in  land  use  in  the  future.  As  time  moves  forward, 
the  stewardship  of  land  and  people's  use  of  land  will  become  increasingly  critical. 
Government  entities  should  not  be  seeking  to  dispose  of  their  land  into  private  own¬ 
ership  for  "development"  that  is  not  critically  needed  now.  I  uroe  that  BLM  not  dis¬ 
pose  of  any  of  their  Caliente  Mtn.,  Pt.  Sal  or  Carrizo  Plain  land. 

2.  Off-Road  Vehicular  recreation  should  be  reduced  to  use  of  public  roads  only.  All 
reports  and  surveys  (such  as  the  significant  studies  by  Howard  Wilshire,  Richard  And¬ 
rews,  Paul  Nowak  end  others)  indicate  without  exception  that  ORV  use  degrades  _ 


and  open  land. 
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So? 
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BLM:  Caliente  Mtn. 

Soda  Lake  (Carrizo  Plain) 
Pt.  Sal 

Letter  from  Kathleen  G.  Jones 
August  31,  1904 
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No  vehicle  access  to  the  Pt.  Sal  arse  should  be  permitted  at  all,  nor  near  Soda 
Lake.  .  .and  if  any  ORV  use  is  allowed  on  Caliente  Mtn.,  it  should  be  restricted,  as 
stated  above,  to  the  well-established  passenger-car  use  roads* 

3.  Pt.  Sal  in  1974  was  made  an  integral  part  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  de¬ 
signation,  National  Registered  Natural  Landmark  covering  The  Nioomo  Dunes.  (See  page 
79701,  Federal  Register,  Vol,  45,  No.  232,  Monday,  December  1,  1980.  Notices.  Nioomo 
Dunes-Pt,  Sal  Coastal  Area.  18  miles  extending  from  Pismo  State  Beach  to  Pt.  Sal  State 
Beach.  This  area  of  more  than  12,000  acres  (of  which  the  Pt.  Sal  BLM  land  is  a  part) 
contains  8  Rare-and-Endangered  plants,  3  Rare-but-not— endangered  plants,  some  rare  an¬ 
imals  and  birds,  including  the  Rere/Endangered  Least  Tern,  and  singular  geologically 
significant  dune  formations.  The  Nipomo  Dunes  Complex  is  number  one  at  the  top  of  the 
list  resulting  frosi  the  1980  published  survey  of  all  of  California  (by  federal  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior)  as  "the  most  unique  and  fragile 
ecosystem  in  the  State  of  California." 

My  suggestion  would  be  that  BLM' a  Pt.  Sal  land  could  be  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  because  local  environmentalists  are  presently  discussing  efforts 
toward  the  creation  of  a  Nipomo  Dunes  National  Seashore,  Of  course,  negotiation  with 
the  California  State  Department  of  Perks  and  Recreation  to  transfer  BLM  Pt.  Sal  land 
to  Pt.  Sal  State  Beach  Park  would  also  be  appropriate.  Not  any  of  H.M's  Pt.  Sal  land 
should  be  disposed  of  into  private  ownership. 
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4.  Soda  Lake  (Carrizo  Plain),  as  you  are  aware,  is  fourth  on  the  list  of  the  1980  pub¬ 
lished  survey  and  inventory  of  U.S.  Fish  end  Wildlife,  pages  39-42.  Since  the  unique¬ 
ness  and  national  significance  of  the  area  has  been  identified  by  the  survey  and  no 
controversial  factors  have  been  reported,  I  assume  that  BLM  accords  complete  protec¬ 
tion  to  Soda  Lake  and  environs. 

5.  Water  -  no  new  water  sources  should  be  developed  in  Caliente  Mtn.  area  to  accomo¬ 
date  increased  grazing.  Livestock  grazing  permits  should  reduce  rather  then  increase 
Animal  Units.  The  philosophy  is  to  raise  the  level  of  Caliente  Mtn.  land  stewardship. 

6.  Minerals  -  BLM  Alternative  I  as  shown  ie  the  most  appropriate,  as  it  emphasizes 
protection  rather  than  increase  of  land  development.  No  present  or  potential  mineral 
land  should  be  disposed  of  to  private  owners.  Monitoring  of  mineral  extraction  is 
essential  to  prevent  land  degradation,  per  Alternative  I.  No  strip-mining  should  be 
permitted. 
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BLHs  Caliente  Mtn. 

Soda  Lake  (Carrizo  Plain) 

Pt.  Sal 

Latter  from  Kathlaen  G.  Jones 
August  31 ,  1984 

7.  Wildlife  protection.  Thera  Bhould  be  increased  restrictions  on  hunting  in  parti¬ 
cular;  also  the  following:  regular  State  Fish  A  Game  supervision,  increased  wildlife 
protective  measures  to  enhance  habitat  quality,  periodic  census  of  wildlife,  and  moni¬ 
toring  of  competitive  livestock  grazing  vs.  wild  game  grazing  and  browsing  needs. 

Q  B,  Pesticide  and  herbicide  use  should  be  closely  monitored  and  more  restricted. 

9.  ACEC  (Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern)  and  Research  Natural  Areas:  promote 
wider  establishment  of  these,  to  gather  data  which  can  be  used  to  enhance  environment. 

[J  10.  Nomination  of  National  Natural  Landmark:  definitely,  yes! 

r  11.  Continuing  and  increased  survey  to  identify  cultural  sitey  -  and  establish  protec- 
[_  tion  of  same. 

12.  Minimal  nresrribed  burning.  Detailed  vegetation  studies  for  distribution  of  browse 
_  species.  Promote  saltbush,  but  not  to  the  point  of  eliminating  associated  native  species. 
Q  13.  Publicize  monitoring  reports  on  6and  and  gravel  extraction. 

14.  Public  access.  Long  overdue  is  proper  public  access  to  both  Caliente  Mtn.  and  Pt. 

Sal.  BLM  knows  the  traditional  routes  to  both  these  areas  of  public  land.  Caliente 
Mtn.  should  have  access  both  from  the  east,  Carrizo  Plain  side,  and  from  State  Highway 
166-E.  Pt.  Sal  access  offers  a  challenge  for  a  good  plan,  as  there  are  several  choices. 
For  long  there  has  been  public  protest  at  the  continued  private  domination  of  access  to 
_  these  public  lands.  This  is  discriminatory.  BLM  could  and  should  correct  this. 

Fencing  where  needed  should  include  public  stiles  for  public  ingress  and  egress. 

Thie  has  been  done  in  the  footpath  and  pony-track  systems  in  the  British  Isles  for  a 
century,  at  least,  to  accomodate  non-disturbing  passive  recreation  through  appropriate 
_land  areas. 

IN  CONCLUSION,  much  of  this  beautiful,  exceptional  and  scientifically  valuable 
public  land  is  useable  without  despoilation  by  a  great  many  people  noa  -  for  research, 
recreation  and  education  ...  and  will  be  more  urgently  needed  as  time  goes  on.  Now, 
in  the  current  planning  effort  of  BLM,  is  the  time  to  renew  highest  protective  poli¬ 
cies  and  management  measures  consistent  with  regulated  recreational,  research  enc  edu¬ 
cational  use ,  and  with  carefully  administered  federal  land-use  income  return. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


(Mrs.  Gaylord  Jefferson 
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Response  to  Letter  Mo.  21 


21-1  Although  the  Bureau  is  authorised  to  dispose  of  public  land  through 
various  Beans,  we  do  not  intend  to  dispose  of  large  blocks  of  land, 
Specific  environmental  and  legal  clearances  must  be  addressed  before 
a  parcel  is  disposed  of  (see  Appendix  5).  In  general,  only  small 
scattered  parcels  that  are  difficult  to  sunage  and  lack  public  access 
will  be  disposed  of.  Vo  land  on  Caliente  Mountain,  Point  Sal,  or  the 
Carrixo  Plain  is  planned  for  disposal. 

21-2  Under  the  proposed  Alternative  II  off-road  vehicle  access  to  Point 
Sal  would  be  prohibited;  access  to  the  Soda  Lake  Management  Area 
would  be  limited  to  existing  routes  (off  of  the  lakebed);  and  a 
public  walk-in  access  trail  would  be  allowed  to  the  Caliente  Range. 
Alternative  II  would  allow  off-road  vehicles  to  utilize  the  existing 
roeds  and  trails  of  the  Callentes  provided  physical  access  can  be 
provided. 

21-3  Mo  land  managed  by  BLM  on  Point  Sal  is  planned  for  disposal. 

21-4  Tour  assumption  is  correct  that  BLM  affords  protection  to  Soda  Lake 

and  its  surrounding  environs.  Legislation  directing  that  protection 
include  the  Protection  of  Wetlands-Executive  Order  11990,  the  Bald 
Eagle  Protection  Act  of  1940,  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  the 
Clean  Water  Act  of  1977,  and  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  of  1918. 

To  further  accomplish  the  protection  and  uintenance  of  wildlife 
habitat  at  Soda  Lake,  the  BLM  has  approved  and  is  in  the  process  of 
implementing  a  Habitat  Management  Plan  (HHP)  which  will  protect  the 
areas  values. 

21-5  Fencing  of  this  type  has  been  used  by  the  Bureau  before  and  would  be 
considered  for  use  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

The  Resource  Management  Plan  under  Support  Meeds  recognizes  the  need 
to  improve  existing  water  for  better  livestock  and  wildlife 
distribution  (page  2-13).  The  amount  of  livestock  use  will  depend  on 
the  amount  of  annual  forage  production  by  applying  the  mulch 
management  concept  (page  1-12).  Managing  for  mulch  will  assure 
overutilization  of  the  forage  does  not  occur  which  will,  in  turn, 
protect  the  watershed  and  provide  vegetation  cover  for  wildlife.  A 
monitoring  plan  will  be  developed  for  these  allotments.  It  will  help 
determine  whether  we  need  to  reduce  or  increase  the  amount  of  use 
(page  A-6) . 

21-6  For  the  minerals  issue.  Alternative  I  excludes  all  mineral 

development  for  the  sake  of  sensitive  resource  in  special  category 
areas.  We  prefer  Alternative  II  because  it  reflects  the  Bureau's 
multiple-use  policy.  We  feel  that  the  No  Surface  Occupancy 
Stipulation  under  Alternative  II  would  adequately  protect  sensitive 
resources  in  special  catefory  areas  while  still  allowing  commercial 
development  of  oil  and  gas  resources.  The  MA  will  be  segregated  from 
the  operation  of  the  mining  laws  for  the  protection  ofsensltive 
resource  values. 
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<for  reservation  of  mineral  estate  see  response  to  Consnent  11-5). 
Pending  segregation,  all  mining  activities  are  regulated  to  prevent 
undue  and  unnecessary  degradation,  to  prevent  wasting  of  resources 
and  to  provide  for  reclamation.  Monitoring  of  mining  operations 
would  occur  under  all  of  the  alternatives.  Strip  mining  is  permitted 
by  the  regulations;  however,  there  are  no  known  mineral  deposits  in 
the  planning  area  which  could  be  enconomically  developed  using  this 
method  pending  segregation. 

21-7  The  Kesource  Management  Plan  calls  for  mulch  management  on  all  I 

category  allotments  (page  1-12).  The  amount  of  livestock  use  will 
depend  on  the  amount  of  annual  forage  production  by  applying  the 
mulch  management  concept  managing  for  mulch  will  assure 
overuti licet  ion  of  the  forage  does  not  occur  which  will,  in  turn, 
protect  the  watershed  and  provide  vegetation  cover  for  wildlife. 

These  allotments  will  be  monitored.  Allotments  not  in  the  I  category 
will  be  periodically  monitored  to  ensure  overutlliratlon  does  not 
occur  (pages  1-7,  A-3  through  A-6). 

Authority  for  regulating  hunting  rests  solely  with  CDFG. 

Habitat  Improvement  and  enhancement  is  an  on  going  process  for  these 
areas.  Spring  development,  exclosures,  prescribed  burns  and  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  are  all  addressed  in  the  RHP. 

21-8  See  response  to  Comment  12-3. 

21-9  Areas  proposed  for  special  designations  are  listed  on  pages  2-22  and 
2-23.  As  more  information  becomes  available  additional  public  land 
meeting  the  criteria  for  special  designations  may  be  identified. 

21-10  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

21-11  See  response  to  Comment  11-16. 

21-12  Eire  dependent  ecosystems  require  burning  to  maintain  the  health  of 
the  plant  community.  Areas  identified  for  prescribed  burning  are 
c*r*fully  selected  for  their  species  composition,  physiography,  and 
other  limiting  factors.  Prescribed  burns  are  further  designed  so  as 
to  maximize  edge-effect  and  thus  create  a  more  diverse  plant 
community  to  support  a  wider  variety  and  greater  abundance  of 
wildlife  species. 

The  Chaparral  Management  Plan  identifies  areas  for  burning  which  will 
minimize  the  potential  for  property  damage. 

Saltbush  is  not  a  f ire-tollerant  species  and  suppression  of  fires  in 
this  habitat  type  is  essential  for  maintenance  of  endangered  species 
habitat. 


21-13  There  are  no  commercial  sand  and  gravel  operations  on  public  land  in 
the  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area.  The  limited  demand  for  this 
commodity  is  discussed  on  pages  3-12,  3-27  and  3-34. 

21-1*  The  public  currently  has  a  legal  easement  but  not  physical  access  to 
Caliente  Mountain  from  Highway  166.  Physical  access  to  this  area  may 
be  developed  once  funds  become  available.  Access  from  the  Carrizo 
Plan  to  the  Caliente* s  would  require  a  very  long  expensive  easement 
that  would  adversely  affect  the  operations  of  the  private  land  that 
it  would  cross.  We  believe  the  shorter  Highway  166  easement  will  be 
adequate . 
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Slate  of  California.  George  Deukmejian,  Governor 
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California  Coastal  Commission 
63  I  Howard  Street.  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco.  California  94105 
(415)  543-8555 


September  5,  1984 


Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  California  93305 


Subject:  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Draft  EIS 


Dear  Sir: 

As  indicated  in  our  letter  of  July  24,  1984,  the  Coastal  Commission  staff  would 
like  to  submit  additional  comments  to  assist  your  agency  in  preparation  of  your 
federal  consistency  determination  on  the  selected  land  use  and  management 
alternative  for  the  Coast/Valley  Planning  area. 

Our  specific  review  indicates  that  the  consistency  determination  should  focus  on 
alternatives  for  the  Point  Sal  Management  Area  and  the  federal  lands  north  of 
Avila  in  the  Coast  Management  Area.  Proposed  management  alternatives  in  these 
two  areas  only  are  likely  to  have  direct  effects  on  coastal  resources. 

In  preparing  your  consistency  determination  for  the  area  near  Avila  in  the  Coast 
Management  Area,  a  selected  management  alternative  should  be  evaluated  for 
consistency  with  provisions  of  the  State's  Coastal  Management  Program, 
especially  policies  of  the  Coastal  Act  of  1976.  Coastal  Act  policies  concerning 
protection  of  agriculture  (Sections  30241,  30242,  40250,  30254);  watershed 
protection  and  management  (Sections  30231,  30236);  protection  of  scenic  and 
visual  resources  (Section  30251);  protection  of  environmentally  sensitive 
habitats  (Section  30240);  public  access  and  recreation  (Sections  30210-30214, 
30222,  30223);  and  industrial  development  (Sections  30260-30264)  are  of 
particular  importance.  The  consistency  determination  should  evaluate  the 
consistency  of  the  proposed  alternative  with  the  Coastal  Management  Program. 

We  note  that  while  the  state  Coastal  Management  Program  is  the  standard  of 
review  for  consistency  determinations,  the  Local  Coastal  Program  for  San  Luis 
Obispo  County  can  provide  advisory  direction  for  this  area.  It  notes  that  the 
designated  rural  lands  under  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ownership  should  be 
developed  to  retain  their  natural  quality  to  the  maximum  extent  possible.  In 
this  regard,  it  appears  that  uses  and  management  alternatives  contained  in 
Alternative  I  would  be  most  protective  of  the  natural  qualities  of  the  area. 

For  the  Point  Sal  area,  the  consistency  determination  should  indicate  how  the 
management  alternative  addresses  protection  of  the  coastal  bluff  vegetation  on 
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the  steep  cliff  slopes,  all  rare  and  endangered  species  and  other 
environmentally  sensitive  habitats  (Sections  30240,  30251).  Also,  protection  of 
agriculture  (Sections  30241,  30242,  30250,  30254);  industrial  development 
(Sections  30260-30264)  and  public  access  and  recreation  (Sections  30210-30224) 
should  also  be  addressed. 

The  Local  Coastal  Program  for  Santa  Barbara  County  can  also  provide  some 
direction  in  the  preparation  of  your  consistency  determination  for  the  Point  Sal 
Area.  This  LCP  notes  the  importance  of  the  sensitive  bluff  vegetation  and 
provides  for  preservation  of  significant  vegetation.  All  development  is  to  be 
sited,  designed  and  constructed  to  minimize  impacts  of  grading,  paving, 
construction  of  roads  or  structures,  runoff  and  erosion  on  native  vegetation. 
And,  criteria  for  the  application  of  habitat  protection  policies  include 
criteria  that  unique,  rare  or  fragile  communities  should  be  preserved  to  ensure 
their  survival  in  the  future. 

In  preparation  of  your  consistency  determination  for  a  selected  management 
alternative,  it  appears  that  Alternatives  III  and  IV  raise  serious  concerns  with 
regard  with  the  Coastal  Management  Program.  Alternative  I  appears  to  be  the 
most  protective.  Regarding  Alternative  II,  we  believe  further  explanation  is 
required  regarding  how  mineral  leasing  and  exploration  activities  with  no 
surface  disturbance  would  be  carried  out  in  a  manner  which  protects  sensitive 
habitats,  especially  with  respect  to  possible  slant  drilling  activities.  This 
information  would  allow  us  to  more  fully  evaluate  Alternative  II.  An  example  of 
how  this  issue  has  been  addressed  can  be  seen  in  the  LCP  management  plan  for 
Guadalupe  Dunes  which  contains  specific  requirements  for  oil  and  gas  development 
in  or  adjacent  to  environmentally  sensitive  habitat  areas. 

We  hope  this  provides  you  with  some  additional  direction  for  preparation  of  your 
consistency  determination.  Our  staff  is  available  to  discuss  the  proposed 
management  plan  as  you  proceed  with  your  consistency  determination. 

Should  you  have  any  questions  please  contact  Liz  Fuchs,  coastal  analyst  at  the 
San  Francisco  office. 

Very  truly  yours, 

ROBERT  LAGLE 

Assistant  Deputy  Director  for  Land  Use 


RL/LF/lgu 

cc:  W.  Brah,  OCBM 

J.  Bondareff,  NOAA 

K.  Fellows,  EWR 
Governor's  D.C.  Office 

D.  Ray,  South  Central  District 
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Response  to  Latter  Wo.  77 


Th.r.  is  presently  discussion  relating  to  the  applicability  of  consistence 

Obispo  and  Santa  Barbara  county  plans  were  considered  during  the  develoaent  of 
2*  !“«?  •iternatives  for  the  RMP .  it  is  the  opinion  o?  BUI  tilt 
Alternatives  I  and  II  and  parts  of  Alternative  III  .re  consistent  with  all 
elements  of  the  State’s  Coastal  Management  Program. 
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Chevron 


Chevron  U.S  A  Inc. 

2525  North  Chester  Avenue,  Bakersfield,  California 
Mail  Address  P.0.  Box  5545,  Oildale,  CA  93308 

September  5,  1984 
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Coast/Valley 

Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
800  Truxtun  Ave.,  Room  302 
Bakersfield,  CA  93301 

Attn:  Mr.  R.  D.  Rheiner,  Jr. 

Gentlemen: 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  document,  herein  referred  to  as  RMP/EIS,  and  find 
that  it  adequately  indicates  the  objectives  and  concerns  of  your  agency  in 
administering  these  public  lands.  However,  we  have  developed  the  following 
comments  relating  to  the  structure  of  the  document  and  the  proposed  alternatives 
as  they  affect  the  minerals  issue. 

STRUCTURE 


23-1 


23-2 


We  find  the  repetitive  nature  of  the  document  (especially  chapter  4)  and  the  lack 
of  details  to  be  an  obstacle  in  studying  the  proposed  plans  and  impact  statements. 

Your  Map  2-1  shows  a  number  of  Special  Category  Areas  (SCA's)  on  the  West  Side 
of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  Some  of  these  are  in  the  list  of  Special  Designation 
Areas  on  page  2-22.  Most  of  the  remaining  SCA's  are  distributed  along  the  oil¬ 
fields  from  Kettleman  Hills  to  McKittrick.  By  inquiry  to  your  Caliente  Area 
office,  we  have  ascertained  that  these  SCA's  comprise  10,800  acres  of  essential 
habitat  for  the  San  Joaquin  Kit  Fox  and  the  Blunt-Nosed  Leopard  Lizard.  Proposed 
management  strategies  for  these  tracts  include  the  prohibition  of  all  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  exploration,  stipulations  of  "no  surface  occupancy,"  the  prohibition  of 
all  construction  activities. 

Our  analysis  of  these  management  strategies  has  been  frustrated  because  the 
RMP/EIS  does  not  include  a  map  showing  the  location  of  known  geologic  structures 
(KGS's),  nonproductive  leases,  and  producing  leases,  within  the  planning  area.  Such 
data  are  an  essential  prerequisite  to  intelligent  review  and  comment.  If  it  cannot 
be  provided  in  the  RMP/EIS,  we  must  ask  your  assurance  that  the  "site-specific 
activity  plans"  (to  be  prepared  following  approval  of  the  final  plan)  will  be  open  to 
public  review  and  comment  prior  to  their  adoption. 

ALTERNATIVE  1 


We  believe  this  is  not  a  viable  alternative  because  its  resulting  dramatic  impact  on 
oil  and  gas  production  will  not  produce  a  corresponding  benefit  to  other 
management  concerns. 
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-  of  major  concern  is  the  designation  of  SCA's  and  the  above-mentioned  prohibitions 
to  oil/gas  exploration  and  production.  A  review  of  maps  which  are  publicly 
available  from  the  California  Division  of  Oil  and  Gas  indicates  that  at  least  12  of 
the  parcels  designated  as  SCA  for  essential  habitat  are  producing  oil  and  gas 
leases.  We  believe  that  such  classification  is  quite  inappropriate  for  these  tracts. 
Some  of  them  contain  several  hundred  producing  wells  at  a  spacing  of  less  than  two 
acres  per  well.  Obviously  the  controlling  use  of  such  lands  is  the  production  of  oil, 
and  this  will  continue  for  decades  into  the  future.  To  designate  them  for  any  other 
special  use  is  to  invite  regulatory  conflict. 

The  RMP/EIS  does  not  state  the  manner  of  imposing  the  restrictions  on  existing  oil 
and  gas  exploration  and  production  operations  within  the  SCA  (page  2-13).  We  have 
been  informed  by  your  Caliente  office  that:  (1)  nonproductive  leases  would  not  be 
prematurely  terminated;  and  (2)  operators  would  be  allowed  to  operate  existing 
wells  until  they  are  not  productive.  We  find  this  approach  inappropriate  for  the 
following  reasons: 


23-4 


23-5 


23-6 


A  nonproducing  oil  and  gas  lease  that  has  attached  a  prohibition  of 
exploration  and  development  is  worthless.  Therefore,  by  imposing  this 
restriction  there  will  be  a  defacto  termination  of  valid  lease 
agreements. 

We  are  concerned  that  your  analysis  discounts  the  present  and  future 
importance  of  oil  and  gas  development  in  this  area.  On  page  3-33,  for 
example,  you  cite  annual  rental  payments  of  $410,000  but  do  not  give 
even  an  approximate  figure  for  royalty  payments,  which  must  yield  the 
federal  government  more  than  $40  million  per  year  from  that  area. 
Further,  the  nature  of  oil  production  is  ignored  in  that  historically  as  a 
field  decreases  production,  greater  effort  is  made  through  developing 
technology  to  enhance  recovery.  This  process  of  continued 
technological  development  will  extend  the  life  of  the  lease  far  beyond 
that  of  the  existing  wells. 

The  impact  statement  of  page  4-56  refers  to  the  loss  of  rentals  only. 
The  loss  of  royalty  income  to  the  federal  government  is  again  not 
examined. 

Some  of  these  proposals  have  impacts  far  beyond  those  described  in 
that  document.  The  prohibition  of  exploration  activities  on  Special 
Category  Areas  would  hinder  or  preclude  the  exploration  of  adjacent 
private  or  unrestricted  lands.  As  pointed  out  on  page  3-33,  geophysical 
lines  must  cross  public  lands  in  order  to  survey  adjacent  land.  To  omit 
these  public  lands  would  result  in  surveys  of  poor  or  unusable  quality. 


ALTERNATIVE  II 


We  believe  the  operation  of  the  "no  surface  occupancy"  (NSO)  and  of  the  known 
geologic  structure  (KGS)  designation  in  this  alternative  to  be  most  mischievous. 

Stipulations  of  "no  surface  occupancy"  (NSO)  are  viable  only  for  small  areas,  and 
should  be  evaluated  on  the  basis  of  each  specific  site  and  proposal.  To  link  NSO 
stipulations  to  designated  KGS's  is  undesirable  on  several  counts.  First,  "targets" 
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(potentially  productive  zones)  within  a  KGS  may  lie  beyond  slant-drilling  range 
from  adjacent  unrestricted  lands.  Also,  the  KGS's  as  now  designated  have  resulted 
from  successful  exploration  and  drilling  in  the  past.  Additional  "geologic 
structures"  (productive  oil  or  gas  traps)  will  become  "known"  in  many  areas  of  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley's  West  Side,  through  future  exploration  and  drilling  —  but  this 
will  not  happen  where  these  activities  are  prohibited.  Therefore,  we  believe  that 
the  KGS  designation  should  not  be  used  except  for  its  intended  purpose:  the 
differentiation  of  public  lands  which  are  offered  for  competitive  leasing.  Finally, 
experience  suggests  that  the  NSO  stipulation,  when  applied  as  a  blanket 
requirement  instead  of  as  a  site-specific  mitigation  usually  translates  as  No 
Drilling.  It  is  unwarranted  to  assume  (as  on  page  4-64)  that  there  would  be  "no 
effect  on  rental  or  royalty  rates." 


23-8 


23-9 


Additionally,  the  "no  surface  occupancy"  stipulation  is  in  conflict  with  the  recovery 
plans  of  both  the  San  Joaquin  Kit  Fox  (SJKF)  and  the  Blunt  Nosed  Leopard  Lizard 
(BNLL)  which  state  that  "suitable  populations  of  these  species  can  coexist  with 
many  human  activities  if  moderation  is  exercised  by  both  the  developers  (in  this 
case  oil  and  gas  interests)  and  the  regulatory  agencies...  as  long  as  consideration  is 
given  to  minimizing  habitat  destruction  (...both  species)  and  loss  of  prey  and 
denning  sites  (in  the  case  of  the  SJKF)."  The  "no  surface  occupancy"  stipulation  is 
a  measure  which  should  only  be  used  in  extreme  cases  whereby  impacts  to  the 
species  may  not  be  mitigated  or  lessened.  Section  7  consultations  on  oil  and  gas 
activities  have  been  shown  to  be  an  adequate  measure  of  control  over  habitat 
disturbance  as  evidenced  by  the  extremely  small  number  of  projects  that  have 
_  required  "formal  consultations." 

Recent  experience  in  the  Temblor-Caliente/Valley  Management  Area  appears  to 
confirm  that  habitat  conservation  and  other  goals  of  this  Plan  can  be  fully  achieved 
through  site-specific  stipulations  attached  to  permits  and  Notices  of  Intent  for  oil 
and  gas  exploration  and  development  activities.  Such  stipulations  commonly  relate 
to  method,  season,  location,  monitoring  and  reclamation,  and  are  negotiated  on  the 
basis  of  site-specific  data  and  the  project's  objectives.  The  resulting  benefits  of 
multiple-use  far  exceed  the  costs  of  an  inflexible  approach. 

ALTERNATIVE  III 


The  Draft  RMP/EIS  does  not  describe  the  nature,  extent  or  the  method  of 
determining  the  stipulations  mentioned  on  page  2-13  and  2-14  and  elsewhere.  We 
feel  that  the  diverse  nature  of  the  subject  lands  and  locations  of  future  operations 
require  a  site-specific  plan  to  protect  other  land  management  concerns. 

ALTERNATIVE  IV 


In  recent  years,  Chevron  and  other  operators  have  proved  the  compatibility  of  oil 
development  with  habitat  preservation  for  the  endangered  species.  Your  own 
recovery  plans  for  the  BNLL  and  SJKF  acknowledge  that  existing  requirements  for 
road  construction,  drilling,  and  site-restoration  have  resulted  in  enhanced  habitat 
for  these  species.  For  that  reason,  we  can  see  no  justification  for  the  critical 
habitat  areas  and  related  prohibitions  and  restrictions  proposed  in  the  RMP/EIS 
Alternative  I  through  III. 


U.S.  Department  of  Interior 


-  4  - 


September  5,  1984 


23-11 


Although  cummulative  impacts  have  been  assumed  to  have  occurred  as  a  result  of 
oil  and  gas  activities,  no  population  studies  have  been  performed  on  either  the 
BNLL  or  the  SJKF  since  years  before  recovery  plans  were  drafted  for  each  of  these 
species.  The  SJKF  recovery  plan  stated  that  "past  assessments  of  the  SJKF 
distribution  and  population  size  were  flawed  and  that  more  satisfactory  estimates 
have  not  been  made  for  more  than  six  years.  Such  data  are  crucial  for  evaluating 
population  trends,  assessing  impacts  from  various  sources,  planning  management 
strategies,  and  assigning  priorities  for  land  acquisition."  However,  no  studies  have 
been  performed  and  management  decisions  in  this  RMP/EIS  have  been  made  based 
on  the  unspoken  assumption  that  population  sizes  of  the  BNLL  and/or  SJKF  have 
been  declining  which  could  be  an  erroneous  assumption. 


In  short,  the  present  management  system  regulations  and  laws  concerning  oil  and 
gas  operations  are  adequately  dealing  with  environmental  concerns.  The  minerals 
policy  as  stated  in  Appendix  1  of  the  RMP/EIS  would  be  best  implemented  by 
adoption  of  Alternative  IV. 


CONCLUSION 


Our  special  concern  is  with  the  restrictions  on  future  oil  and  gas  exploration, 
leasing  and  development  which  are  proposed  in  many  parts  of  this  RMP/EIS.  As  it 
has  indicated  (page  3-12),  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  is  a  major  and 
long-standing  activity  in  the  Coast/Valley  planning  area.  Public  lands  within  this 
planning  area  include  petroleum-productive  or  prospective  tracts  in  the  Ventura 
Basin,  Santa  Maria  Basin,  Salinas  Valley,  Cuyama  Valley,  and  San  Joaquin  Valley. 
These  public  lands  can  and  should  be  managed  to  permit  the  continuing  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  production  which  will  provide  substantial  federal  revenues  and  vital 
future  sources  of  domestic  petroleum. 


The  West  Side  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  is  one  of  North  America's  most  important 
petroleum  regions.  It  has  already  produced  more  than  4.3  billion  barrels  of  oil  and 
has  proven  reserves  in  excess  of  1.5  billion  barrels.  And  we  can  expect  at  least  100 
years  more  of  discovery  and  development,  driven  by  new  technology  and  higher 
price  levels,  that  will  yield  at  least  1  to  2  billion  barrels  of  new  reserves. 


Very  truly  yours, 

//-A 


WAH:sm 


Warren  H.  Harms 
Attorney 
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Response  to  Letter  Ho.  23 


23-1 


23-2 


23-3 


23-4 


23-5 


23-6 


The  complete  prohibition  on  oil  end  gee  leasing  in  the  special 
category  areas  (page  2-22)  as  referred  to  in  your  comment  is 
proposed  in  Alternative  I  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  preferred 
alternative  in  this  RHP/KIS  is  Alternative  III  (except  Point  Sal 
and  Soda  Lake  HA' s  which  are  Alternative  II;  refer  to  Errata 
section  for  Chapter  2)  which  would  allow  oil  and  gas  exploration, 
leasing,  and  development  under  certain  conditions  addressed  in  the 
Alternative.  Ho  lease  with  valid  existing  rights  are  located  on 
Point  Sal  or  Soda  Lake. 

Space  limitations  in  the  RMP/EIS  prohibits  the  inclusion  of  a 
large  volume  for  data  on  KGS’s  and  leases  within  the  planning  area 
into  the  document.  All  comprehensive  activity  plans  addressed  in 
the  BMP  will  be  open  for  public  review,  and  public  participation 
is  encouraged  at  the  development  stage. 

Although  it  is  recognised  that  oil  and  gas  activity  is  the 
dominant  use  in  most  KGS  areas  containing  essential  habitat 
Special  Category  Areas,  protection  of  threatened  and  endangered 
species  and  habitat  is  a  mandate  placed  on  this  agency  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  which  encourages  protection  of  the 
species.  This  is  recognized  as  in  the  public  intrest  under  this 
alternative . 

Leases  with  valid  existing  rights  in  Special  Category  Areas  will 
be  able  to  continue  to  exercise  those  rights  under  SOP's  (page 
2-26)  until  they  terminate  or  are  relinquished.  Restrictions  or 
prohibitions  addressed  in  this  alternatives  applies  to  the 
issuance  of  new  leases. 

Although  dollar  figures  are  not  given  for  federal  royalty  oil  and 
gas  in  Chapter  3  (the  Affected  Environment),  barrel  figures  for 
each  management  area  are  given.  It  is  felt  that  dollar  figures 
for  royalty  on  oil  and  gas  production  from  federal  leases  is  not 
as  relevant  for  the  purposes  of  this  document  as  the  production 
statistics  since  dollar  figures  vary  considerably  because  of 
sliding  royalties  and  barrel  value.  Leases  which  are  producing 
can  continue  to  produce  under  valid  existing  rights.  When  the 
majority  of  leases  terminate,  they  terminate  for  failure  to  have  a 
well  capable  of  producing  oil  and/or  gas.  Under  this  alternative 
(I),  no  impacts  to  royalty  are  expected  since  no  existing  oil  and 
gas  production  will  be  occurring. 

This  comment  is  true,  however,  under  this  alternative  (I),  the 
segregation  of  the  Special  Category  Areas  from  the  operation  of 
the  mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws  is  determined  to  be  in  the 
public  interest  and  that  protection  of  the  resource  values  from 
exploration  activities  is  the  preferred  use. 


23-7  The  alternatives  attempt  to  present  a  range  of  posiible  management 

schemes.  In  sensitive  areas,  it  is  the  Bureau's  policy  to 
consider  HSO  over  "no  leasing"  whenever  possible.  The  Inventories 
and  research  which  resulted  in  the  proposal  of  the  Special 
Category  Lands  for  special  designation  provide  information  at  a 
sufficient  level  of  detail  for  us  to  consider  a  NSO  stipulation  in 
the  Land  Use  Plan  as  the  best  protection  of  the  resource  values  in 
these  areas. 

23-8  As  you  have  identified,  Section  7  consultations  are  usually 

adequate  to  minimize  habitat  impacts  to  threatened  or  endangered 
species.  The  HSO  is  recognized  as  a  stipulation  when  other 
measures  of  protection  are  identified  as  inadequate.  To  date,  no 
HSO  stipulations  have  been  attached  to  any  lease  in  the  SJKF  or 
BULL  habitat  in  the  planning  area. 

23-9  The  method  for  determining  stipulations  is  through  NEPA 

compliance,  a  SOP  identified  on  page  2-26.  Site  specific  analysis 
of  pre  and  post-lease  activities  are  the  predominate  criteria 
under  this  alternative  and  will  be  completed  within  existing  legal 
constraints . 

23-10  Critical  habitat  designations  are  made  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 

Wildlife  Service  to  enhance  the  recovery  of  threatened  or 
endangered  species.  Alternatives  I  through  III  provide  a  range  of 
criteria  governing  activities  within  critical  habitat  areas  in 
order  to  enhance  the  BNLL  and  SJKF.  Although  the  recovery  plans 
for  the  BNLL  and  SJKF  indicate  that  post-lease  activities  have 
resulted  in  enhanced  habitat,  the  baseline  data  were  old  and  not 
sufficient  to  provide  an  adequate  base  to  say  that  current  or 
future  activities  would  still  enhance  habitat  for  the  species. 

23-11  Although  adequate  data  on  threatened  or  endangered  species  are  not 

available  to  provide  a  definitive  assumption  on  species  population 
sizes  or  trends  for  decision  purposes  of  this  RMP/EIS,  habitat  has 
been  declining  and  must  be  considered,  as  a  requirement  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  in  any  decision  on  actions  under  the  RHP. 
Currently,  active  inventories  for  these  species  are  being 
conducted  by  the  Resource  Area. 
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Tenneco  Oil  10000  Ming  Avenue 

Exploration  and  Production  ^eSxaiio  nia  93339 

A  Tenneco  Company  (805)835-6700 

Pacific  Coast  Division 


September  6,  1984 


Mr.  Glen  A.  Carpenter 
Caliente  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 

Re:  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Coast/Valley  Planning  Area 
Western  Kern,  Kings,  San  Luis  Obispo, 
Santa  Barbara,  Western  Tulare  and 
Ventura  Counties,  CA 

Dear  Mr.  Carpenter: 

Tenneco  Oil  Company  has  reviewed  the  Proposed  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area  located  in  the  Caliente 
Resource  Area  of  California  and  we  herewith  forward  our 
comments  which  we  trust  will  receive  favorable  consideration. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  wish  to  discuss  any  of  the 
points  raised  in  our  comments,  please  advise,  and  we  will  be 
happy  to  meet  with  you  or  your  representatives  at  any  time. 

Very  truly  yours, 

TENNECO  OIL  COMPANY 


George  W.  Austin 
Division  Land  Consultant 


ml 


cc :  Robert  D.  Rheiner,  Jr. 


COAST/VALLEY  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 
COMMENT  FORM 


NAME:  George  W.  Austin _  DATE:  September  6,  1984 

COMPANY:  TENNECO  OIL  COMPANY _ 

ADDRESS:  P.  0.  Box  9909 


Bakersfield,  CA  93389 


COMMENT(S) : 


See  attached 


Please  hand  in  or  mail  to:  Caliente  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
520  Butte  Street 
Bakersfield,  CA  93305 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
BLM  COAST/VALLEY  PLANNING  AREA 
(INT  DES  84  32) 


Tenneco  Oil  Company  has  reviewed  the  proposed  resource 
management  plan  and  environmental  impact  statement  for  the 
BLM's  Coast/Valley  Planning  Area  within  the  Caliente  Resource 
Area  (INT  DES  84  32)  and  offers  the  following  comments. 

Tenneco  would  appreciate  BLM's  consideration  of  these  comments 
during  preparation  of  the  final  EIS  and  in  relation  to  the 
proposed  adoption  of  Alternative  II  as  the  preferred  management 
alternative . 

1.  Tenneco  believes  that  Alternative  III  is  the  better  of  the 
alternatives  considered  in  regard  to  the  management  of  oil 
and  gas  resources,  and  would  request  that  the  final  EIS 
consider  incorporation  of  the  oil  and  gas  provisions  of 
Alternative  III  into  the  adopted  plan  alternative. 

Tenneco  believes  that  the  provisions  of  Alternative  III 
concerning  oil  and  gas  exploration,  leasing  and  development 
would  adequately  provide  for  the  protection  of  resource  values 
and  the  mitigation  of  potential  impacts  associated  with  oil  and 
gas  exploration  and  production  operations.  Moreover,  we 
believe  that  the  language  of  the  various  provisions  under  this 
alternative  is  more  appropriate  than  that  of  Alternative  II  in 
making  allowance  for  1)  the  specific  circumstances  of  the 
exploration  or  development  site,  2)  the  drilling  and  mitigation 
techniques  proposed  at  the  time  of  decision  making,  and  3) 
mitigation  measures  applicable  to  the  specific  resources  which 
could  be  potentially  affected  by  the  proposed  operation. 

The  description  of  alternatives  on  page  2-13  of  EIS  (for  Area 
5,  Temolor-Caliente/Valley ) ,  for  example,  can  be  referred  to  in 
illustrating  this  point. 

EXPLORATION 

The  provisions  of  Alternatives  II  and  III  concerning 
exploration  activities  in  Special  Category  Areas  as  well  as 
other  areas  appear  to  be  virtually  identical.  3oth 
alternatives  would  allow  exploration  in  Special  Category  Areas 
under  a  "Notice  of  Intent"  (NOI)  with  stipulations  to  mitigate 
surface  impacts  to  negligible  levels.  Thus  incorporation  of 
the  language  of  Alternative  III  into  the  selected  alternative 
would  accomplish  the  same  objectives  as  the  proposed 
alternative  in  regard  to  oil  and  gas  exploration  activities. 


PAGE  1  OF  4 


9/6/84 


TENNECO  OIL  COMPANY 
PACIFIC  COAST  DIVISION 

SEPTEMBER  6,  1984 

PAGE  2  OF  4 


24-2 


24-3 


PRE-LEASE 

~  We  believe  that  imposition  of  a  "no  surface  occupancy"  (NSO) 
stipulation  on  leases  in  Special  Category  Areas  such  as 
provided  under  Alternative  II  is  inappropriate  at  the  time  of 
pre-lease  decision  making  and  is  an  overly  specific  condition 
in  relation  to  the  level  of  detail  provided  in  later  chapters 

_  of  the  EIS.  Alternative  III  would  also  allow  a  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulation  for  leases  in  Special  Category  Areas,  but 
only  at  such  time  it  was  determined  that  other  stipulations 
cannot  protect  resource  values  that  are  legally  mandated  to  be 
protected.  We  believe  that  the  language  of  the  pre-lease  plan 
for  Alternative  III  allows  recognition  of  the  circumstance  of 
the  site,  the  technology  proposed,  and  the  mitigations 
available  at  the  proper  time  in  the  exploration  process  and 
would  also  accomplish  the  resource  protection  goals  of 
Alternative  II,  if  warranted.  The  pre-lease  plans  of 
Alternatives  II  and  III  for  public  lands  outside  Special 
Category  Areas  are  identical. 

POST-LEASE 


We  believe  that  the  language  of  Alternative  III  concerning 
resource  management,  rehabilitation,  and  reclamation  for 
post-lease  conditions  is  also  appropriate  and  adequate  to 
provide  for  the  protection  of  resource  values  and  the 
management  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  production 
operations,  and  would  allow  for  more  informed  consideration  of 
the  circumstances  of  the  site  and  mineral  resource.  We  do  not 
believe  that  post  lease  activities  should  be  precluded  Dy  an 
NSO  provision  at  the  time  of  leasing.  We  again  note  that 
Alternative  III  would  allow  stipulation  of  a  no  surface 
occupancy  restriction,  if  warranted. 


2.  The  EIS  does  not  relate  the  impacts  of  the  provisions  of 
proposed  Alternative  II  to  the  effectiveness  of  existing 
provisions  under  the  pertinent  regulations  under  the 
Mineral  Leasing  Act.  _  _ 


As  indicated  on  page  2-26  of  the  EIS,  the  regulations  unde 
CFR  3100  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  leases  impose  gui 
and  requirements  for  pre-lease  and  post-lease  activitie 
authorized  under  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act.  In  addition  we 
that  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  No.  1  (43  CFR  3160)  is  ano 
example  of  existing  regulations  that  provide  for  oil  and 
development  as  well  as  protection  of  environmental  concern 
Special  Category  Areas.  These  regulations  and  mechanis 
currently  provide  for  the  evaluation  of  impacts  caused  Dy 
issuance;  stipulations  to  ensure  orderly  and  sound  develop 
of  the  mineral,  and  the  imposition  of  terms  and  condition 
protect  resource  values  through  exploration,  development 
production  activities.  Among  the  merits  of  such  provisic 
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the  ability  to  adopt  terms  and  stipulations  for  pre-leasing  and 
post-leasing  activities  considering  the  circumstances  of  the 
resource,  the  pertinent  guidelines  and  mandates  of  existing 
local  laws,  regulations  and  orders,  and  the  technologies  and 
practices  proposed  by  the  operator  at  the  time  of  leasing  and 
development . 

An  NSO  stipulation  for  pre-leasing  in  Special  Category  Areas  as 
a  stated  condition  under  Alternative  II  is  believed  by  Tenneco 
to  be  inappropriate  as  a  policy  or  plan  guideline  at  this  level 
of  planning  as  it  does  not  permit  recognition  of  the  specific 
resource  character  and  location,  technologies  proposed, 
economics  of  resource  development  or  appropriate  mitigation 
measures  at  the  time  such  factors  are  relevant  to  decision 
making.  It  is  indicated  on  page  1-4  of  th  EIS  that  specific 
actions  to  implement  the  proposals  of  the  plan  will  be 
described  in  site-specific  activity  plans  following  plan 
adoption.  We  believe  that  the  specification  of  an  NSO 
provision  is  overly  restrictive  1)  at  the  time  of  pre-lease 
decision  making,  and  2)  should  only  be  considered  on  a 

case-by-case  basis  at  the  time  that  the  specifics  of  the  land 
area,  resource  and  economics  of  resource  development  are  known 
witn  some  certainty.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  omission  of 
this  NSO  stipulation  as  proposed  under  Alternative  II,  would 
limit  the  BLM's  ability  to  consider  the  conditions  of  the 

proposal  at  the  time  it  is  being  proposed  and  to  identify 

appropriate  mitigations  to  protect  resource  values  consistent 
with  the  guidelines  and  requirements  of  pertinent  federal, 

state  and  local  laws,  regulations  and  orders. 

A  discussion  of  the  alternatives  in  relation  to  existing 
regulations  would  also  allow  a  clearer  understanding  of  the 
difference  between  alternatives  particularly  in  regard  to  the 
management  practices  to  be  followed  on  lands  outside  Special 
Category  Areas.  To  illustrate  this  point  we  would  reference 
the  oil  and  gas  plan  provisions  which  appear  on  pages  2-14  and 
2-15  of  the  EIS.  It  is  Tenneco's  understanding  of  the  EIS  that 


there  is  virtually  no  difference  between  Alternatives  II,  III 


and  IV  as 

they  pertain  to 

^  _ _  1 _ _  _ 

exploration,  pre-lease  and  post-lease 

management 

outside  Special  Category  Areas,  and  we  would 

appreciate 

a  confirmation 

of  this  understanding  in  the  final 

EIS  (I.E. 

THE  COAST/VALLEY 

PLAN  PROPOSES  NO  CHANGE  IN  OIL  AND 

GAS  LEASING  PRACTICES  OUTSIDE  SPECIAL  CATEGORY  AREAST 

3.  The  level  of  detail  of  certain  information  presented  in 
the  EIS  is  not  consistent  with  the  level  of  detail  shown 
for  the  descriptions  of  alternatives  and  does  not  permit  a 
clear  understanding  of  the  scope  or  environmental  impacts 
of  the  proposed  alternative. 
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The  conditions  that  would  pertain  to  pre-lease  and  post-lease 
activities  within  Special  Category  Areas  under  the  proposed 
Alternative  II  are  believed  to  be  overly  restrictive  at  this 
stage  of  the  planning  process  and  are  not  supported  on  the 
basis  of  the  level  of  detail  of  information  presented  in 
Chapters  3  and  4  of  the  EIS.  Tenneco  recognizes  that  the  scope 
of  the  information  being  considered  in  the  management  plan 
makes  it  necessary  to  avoid  excessive  detail  in  regard  to  the 
location  of  specific  resource  features,  scale  of  mapping,  scope 
of  discussion,  etc.  However,  we  believe  that  certain 
information  relevant  to  the  recommendation  of  the  proposed 
_ Alternative  II  is  inadequate. 


24-7 


For  example,  the  pre-leasing  provisions  under  Alternative  II 
would  allow  leasing  in  Special  Category  Areas  with  an  NSO 
stipulation  if  a)  the  application  was  for  land  within  a  known 
geologic  structure  (KGS)  or  b)  if  the  lease  offer  was  outside  a 
KGS  but  was  within  the  target  range  of  a  slant  or  directional 
drill  located  upon  or  within  a  KGS  near  the  Special  Category 
Area.  The  currently  designated  KGS  areas  are  discussed  in 
Chapter  3  of  the  EIS  but  no  maps  of  these  areas  or  their 
proximity  to  the  proposed  Special  Category  Areas  are  included 
in  the  document.  The  impacts  of  such  a  pre-lease  provision 
cannot  be  adequately  understood  or  compared  with  those  of  other 
alternatives  without  additional  detail  on  the  locations  of  the 
designated  KGS  areas.  It  may  be  appropriate,  for  example,  to 
discuss  the  impacts  of  the  NSO  provision  for  each  special 
designation  area  and  the  associated  KGS  areas  that  would  allow 
leasing  under  condition  "b)"  aoove. 


24-8 


A  similar  example  is  the  reference  to  public  land  acreage  in 
Table  3-8  indicating  surface,  mineral  and  combined  surface  and 
mineral  ownership.  A  map  showing  the  locations  of  (at  least 
the  major)  ownerships  would  be  helpful  in  understanding  the 
impacts  of  the  management  alternatives,  particularly  since  some 
minerals  only  ownership  (103,470  ac  oil  and  gas  suDsurface) 
occurs  -outside  the — a rea-s— designated — as — putrtic — domain  lands~on 
.various  maps  throughout  the  EIS. 


24-9 


A  final  example  of  an  inadequate  level  of  detail  in  the  impact 
discussion  appears  in  the  acreage  figures  referenced  in  Chapter 
4  such  as  under  the  Minerals  impact  assessment  for  Alternative 
II  -  Management  Area  5  (page  4-64).  It  is  indicated  that 
leases  would  not  be  issued  on  12,750  acres  of  Special  Category 
Areas  yet  these  areas  are  not  clearly  identified  in  either 
location  or  description  in  other  sections  of  the  document. 
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Response  to  letter  Wo.  24 


This  wi  taken  into  consideration  in  thn  development  of  the 

Resource  Management  Plan. 

Tito  alternatives  attempt  to  prasant  a  range  of  poxlbla  management 
ichtaat.  In  sensitive  arena,  it  is  tha  Bureau's  policy  to 
consider  MSO  over  "no  leasing"  wherever  possible.  The  inventories 
and  research  which  resulted  in  proposal  of  the  Special  Category 
Lands  for  special  designation  provide  information  at  a  sufficient 
level  of  detail  for  us  to  consider  a  NSO  stipulation  in  the  land 
use  plan. 

See  response  to  24-2. 

The  advantage  to  the  land  use  plan  is  that  it  allows  the  Bureau  to 
choose  swnagement  schemes  for  large  areas.  Under  Alternative  III, 
injects  are  mitigated  an  a  case  by  case  basis. 

See  response  to  24-2  and  24-3. 

The  Coast/Valley  BMP  proposed  no  changes  in  oil  and  gas  practices 
outside  the  Special  Category  Areas. 

See  response  to  24-2. 

Tour  suggestion  is  appreciated  and  clearer  identification  will  be 
incorporated  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  It  should  be  noted  that 
KGS  boundaries  expand  as  new  Information  becomes  available,  and 
that  the  entire  San  Joaquin  Talley  is  considered  prospectively 
valuable  for  oil  and  gas  by  this  agency. 

See  response  to  24-7. 

Color  coded  land  status  maps  are  available  at  all  BLM  offices. 
These  maps  show  all  BLM  administered  land  and  distinguishes 
between  federal  surface  and  mineral  estates.  The  number  of  maps 
that  would  be  required  to  adequately  display  comprehensive 
ownership  information  in  the  document  would  have  made  it 
excessively  long,  whereas  showing  only  limited  areas  on  maps 
similar  to  thoses  included  in  the  document  would  have  been 
misleading  due  to  the  inability  to  show  detail. 
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